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LAND TITLE ADJUSTMENTS BY SECRETARY OF 
AGRICULTURE 





FIRE CONTROL OPERATIONS AT MISSOULA, MONT. 


THURSDAY, AUGUST 16, 1951 


Howser oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 

The committee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Harold D. Cooley (chairman), 
presiding. 

The CuarrMan. The committee will be in order. 

We have several bills for consideration this morning. While we 
are waiting for some of the members who are interested in the bill 
introduced by Mr. Mansfield, H. R. 1628, we will take up a short 
bill, introduced by our colleague, Mr. Dorn, of South Carolina, H. R. 
3981, a bill to amend the act of July 8, 1943 (57 Stat. 398), entitled 
“An act to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to adjust titles to 
lands acquired by the United States, which are subject to his adminis- 
tration, custody, or control’’, the purpose of the bill being to strike 
out the limitation of 10 years provided in the law. 

(H. R. 3981 follows:) 


[H. R. 3981, 82d Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Act of July 8, 1943 (57 Stat. 388), entitled ‘‘An Act to authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture to adjust titles to lands acquired by the United States which are subject to his administra- 
tion, custody, or control”’ 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act approved July 8, 1943 (57 Stat. 388), 
is hereby amended by striking out the words “within ten years’’. 

The Cuartrman. Mr. Dorn, the committee will be very glad to hear 
you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. W. J. BRYAN DORN, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Dorn. Mr. Chairman, I will attempt to make my testimony 
short. 

The CuHarrMan, If the testimony is as short as the bill, we can 
conclude in a few minutes. 

Mr. Dorn. I will try to make it almost that short. 7 

I would like to say that this is the first time I have had fhe oppor- 
tunity to appear before this Committee on Agriculture, and I wish to 
take this opportunity to say that I think this committee, with its 
distinguished chairman, is doing an excellent job, and all of us ap- 
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preciate very much what is being done for the people in my district, 
and I think that is generally true throughout the country. 

Mr. Cootey. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Dorn. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee, I 
have a one-page statement here which I believe will cover the things 
the bill is expected to do. 

In 1943 the Seventy-eighth Congress passed a statute of limitation 
on the claims against the United States in connection with lands, and 
there was written into the bill a 10-year limitation. 

Since that time, as you well know, Mr. Chairman, a lot of land that 
was sold to the Government, back in the early thirties, and incidentally 
some of it sold for $2 or $3 an acre, and they have found that timbers 
that were cut at that time would not have any new value on the land 
in the way of timber until more timber grew. 

In recent years some of this land has developed timber which is 
large enough to market, and so the farmers have gone in and started 
to cut the timber and in some instances have found they were on 
ane owned by the Government, the Government owning some of 
the land. 

All this bill undertakes to do is to strike out the 10-year limitation. 
It has been recommended by the Department of Agriculture. The 
figures I have been furnished show that there are about a hundred- 
odd cases pending now—right now there are 60 or more anticipated 
in the southern, southeastern part of the country. Usually these 
areas involve 3, 4, or maybe 3 acres, usually, not more than that. 
There may be a few who run as much as 50 acres. I happen to know 
that down in my area, in Greenwood County—I recall there was 
cutting on about a 30-acre tract, not of Government land, but one of 
the neighbors got over on land and cut about a hundred thousand feet. 

The Government owns considerable timberland in my district, 
about 300,000 acres, they are found out that even after 10 years in 
some cases they made mistakes in the acquisition of land, or in the 
land claimed, and they would like to straighten this out now. 

Mr. Chairman, this does not involve very much in any one case. 

The CuairmMan. Do you have any suggested period for statute of 
limitation in the event the 10-year period is omitted? 

Mr. Dorn. I have asked Mr. Hopkins and also Mr. Keels to be 
here. They can speak as to that, and I am sure they will be glad to 
answer any questions. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Hopkins, will you explain to the committee 
what the difficulties are, and what is actually involved in striking out 
the limitation? 


STATEMENTS OF HOWARD HOPKINS, ASSISTANT CHIEF, UNITED 
STATES FORREST SERVICE; AND FOREST KEELS, ATTORNEY, 
OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Hopkins. I will be very happy to do so. I thought perhaps 
it might be helpful if I could, as briefly as possible, cover two points: 
One, the need for this legislation, and the benefits from it; and second, 
the land values and acreage, and the number of cases that would be 
involved in such an act. 
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” Since 1911, when the Weeks law authorized the Forest Service to 
purchase land in forest areas, the Forest Service has acquired about 
36,000 different tracts of forest land. 

In connection with the acqusition of these tracts, and mainly for 
the reason of mistakes in copying abstracts, errors in county records, 
errors in surveys and resurveys—and you must remember, Mr. Chair- 
man, that in the case of the Original 13 States, they did not ‘have 
standard surveys—the Government acquired some lands in connection 
with these purchases which it had not intended to acquire, and which 
the owner had not ‘intended to transfer to the Government. 

And in some of these cases the discovery of that fact has been long 
delayed. 

As Mr. Dorn mentioned, that has come about in quite a few cases 
because the land, when bought, was cut over, and had, so to speak, 
no commercial value until another crop of timber grew up: Then 
when either the Government or the owner thought it or he was the 
owner of this timber, and started to cut the timber only to find that 
the tract which the owner, for instance, thought was his, was actually 
purchased, and in the lawful possession, by legal right of someone else. 

Mr. Horr. Would that work both ways? You say you have some 
cases where it was found they had some land, the Government had, 
which it had not intended to purchase. But on the other hand, did 
it turn out that they did not have some land which they thought 
they had? 

Mr. Horxins. It worked both ways, but there are more cases of 
this kind, when the Government thought it had actually acquired the 
property, but had not because of some survey error, or because of 
some error in an abstract, and about the only way the error was 
discovered was through a later resurvey of the boundary. Quite often 
the Forest Service acquired a large tract of land, for instance, and 
within its area were some small tracts, where the abstract did not 


_ note that the land had been sold to another individual, who had been 


paying taxes on it for years. 

Mr. Poacr. The Federal Government, according to my experience 
in the acquisition of property, usually spends about three to four 
times as much money and time in examining titles, and getting the 
abstract as any private individual would in acquiring the same land. 
It goes through all sorts of actions before it acquires the land and is 
probably just as well acquainted with it, if not more so when it buys 
the land, than any private individual. 

Now, if I went down in your State and bought some private timber- 
land, and did not know what the boundaries were, then some 20 or 30 
years hence, when that land had grown new timber, if I found that I 
had not paid for what I thought I bought, then the statute of limita- 
tions would run against me. 

I do not see why these people should be in a different position than 
they would have been had they sold tome. ‘The Federal Government 
is certainly able to take care of itself. 

Mr. Hopkins. You must remember, Mr. Poage, that this involved 
some 36,000 cases. 

Mr. Poace. Yes. 

Mr. Hopxrns. So that there are only a very, very few put into this 
category. 
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Mr. Poacer, And there are probably hundreds of others, private 
transactions, involved in similar cases. Obviously there are relatively 
few that fall in this category, but, at least, there should be some 
statute of limitation. There ought to be, certainly, some finality to 
any transaction. 

r. Hopkins. The average individual, where the case is between 
two individuals, can take the case to court and get a settlement, but 
here the individual is not permitted to go into court against the Gov- 
ernment, unless there is legislation permitting him to do so. 

Mr. Poace. I understand that, but he can take it up with his 
Congressman, and I have not found any reluctance on their part to 
do so. You said that this act has been in existence now for some 30 
years. Why should an individual be given the right to enjoy his own 
negligence? 

Mr. Hopkins. You must remember, and this is one of the points 
I was going to bring out, that the average size of the tract concerned 
is only between 10 and 20 acres, and the average value involved would 
be from $20 to $40. And having that little value there is usually less 
enthusiasm on the part of the individual to go to all the trouble to 
get an act through. 

The CuarrMan. Will you give us some examples, Mr. Hopkins, 
some cases in point. 

Mr. Hopkins. Yes. And may I say that in many cases a clouded 
title is not noticed until the lands regrow marketable timber and either 
the Government or the claimant tries to harvest the timber, or until 
gradually expanding road systems make the timber accessible, or until 
the tracts are involved in sales, wills, or other such proceedings, or 
until for some reason the title record comes into issue. This may be 
— longer than 10 years from the date of the deed to the United 

tates. ‘ 

First, you might be interested to know the cases that have been 
handled under the present authority, or that have come to light within 
10 years following acquisition. I thought I might mention the cases 
that have occurred under that 10-year statute, and show you the ex- 
tent or the size of the tracts of land involved. 

We have, since the law was passed authorizing the Secretary of 
Agriculture to reconvey land that has been obtained through acknowl- 
edged error, handled 101 cases that involve an average of some 15 
acres, and have an average appraised value of $40 each, and very often 
the people concerned have repaid us for the land—to the extent of an 
average of $26, or 65 percent of the $40 cost. 

Now there have been a number of cases we have not been able to 
clear up, because we were not able to act as a result of the 10-year 
limitation, which is what this bill is directly concerned with. These 
include 39 cases with a total acreage of 253, or an average of 6.5 acres 
each, with the total value of $928, or an average of $23 each. 

In addition to that there are 58 cases which have been pending and 
which we have not yet investigated—some of them probably will 
justify reconveyance and some of them will not. 

Mr. PoaGe. Since 1943, any one from whom land has been acquired 
by the United States has had 10 years within which to adjust the value 
or the boundary. 

Mr. Hopxtns. Only part of them have had an opportunity to have 
the boundary adjusted. I can give you two very specific, concrete 
cases. 
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Mr. Poage. Yes. 

Mr. Hopxrns. As an example: In 1921 the United States acquired 
a tract of about 247 acres for national forest purposes. Title com- 
plications necessitated condemnation proceedings—that is, a friendly 
condemnation to settle tithe—with the concurrence of the ostensible 
owner, and title was duly vested in the United States. 

In 1948 timber was cut on this tract of land without authorization 
of the Forest Service. An investigation showed that 22 acres of the 
tract was claimed by a local resident through a chain of title dating 
back to an 1898 outsale deed. This deed had been missed when the 
abstract was prepared, and the then owner was not served or notified 
of the proceedings. 

The United States had legal title to the land, although it never had 
an option from the true owner, did not pay him for it, and certainly 
would not have taken his property against his wishes. This conflict 
in title did not come to notice until the timber grew sufficient to war- 
rant logging, some 26 years after the United States acquired its title. 

Now, here is another example of a similar kind 

Mr. Horr. You say that the Government acquired title to the 
land. How did it acquire title if the owner was not served? I 
assume it was taken under some court proceeding. 

Mr. Hopkins. Under a condemnation proceeding; yes. 

Mr. Horr. How did it acquire title if it did not pay the owner, 
and if he had not been served? How did it acquire title if it had 
never paid for it? 

Mr. Hopxtins. Mr. Keels from the Solicitor’s office will answer that. 

Mr. Kees. The proceeding was under the right of eminent do- 
main, and the Attorney General construed it as an action in rem, 
against the land and not against the person. That is, you do not 
have the parties before the court, and that is the prevailing view on 
eminent-domain cases. Therefore, the Attorney General ruled that 
we did get title. 

The CuatrmMan. Who held that? 

Mr. Keets. The Attorney General, Mr. Cooley. That is, you 
mean to say, without a notice to the owner? 

Mr. Keets. Yes; under the right of eminent domain. 

The CHarrMAN. You got it under eminent-domain proceedings? 

Mr. Keets. Yes. 

Tue CHArRMAN. What law authorized that? 

Mr. Poagr. That is where you deposit the money in the register 
of the court? 

Mr. Keets. That is right. 

Mr. Poaar. Well, the purchase money must still be in court? 

Mr. Krets. No; the money went to the wrong person. 

Mr. Poaasr. The money was not deposited in court to pay for the 
land 

Mr. Keets. Yes; the money was deposited in the court and was 
paid to the owner of record. 

Mr. Horr. Even under a proceeding of that kind, where the 
Government pays money into court, although you say this is a -pro- 
ceeding in rem, the owner would: not have to be served, but still he 
was never paid for it. 

Mr. Keets. That is right. 








88671—51—ser. |——-2 
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Mr. Hops. You still contend that the Government actually ac- 
quired title, notwithstanding the fact that the owner was never paid 
for it? Just what statute did accomplish that? 

Mr. Keets. The Government holds title of interest by virtue of 
the order of the court. That is the prevailing view, because this is 
an action in rem rather than in personam, and under that proceeding 
_ Government acquires title; that is the Attorney General’s view 
of it. 

Mr. Poacr. What becomes, then, of the owner of the property? 
Admitting, merely for the sake of the argument, that is true—and I 
admit that we have some rather peculiar interpretations of laws in 
the last several years—but assuming for the sake of argument that 
can be done, still you have not destroyed the property right in the 
man who has never been paid the money that was deposited in court— 
you may have paid somebody else, but the owner has not been paid? 

Mr. Kees. On the basis of the title record the court made the 
payment to the person to whom the money was entitled to go, accord- 
ing to the records. In this case there was an outsale, and that 
ownership did not show up. 

Mr. Poaces. Well, the fact that some abstractor made the mistake 
certainly would not relieve the purchaser of that land, nor neces- 
sarily relieve the court of the responsibility of paying the correct 
owner for the land 

Mr. Keens. Of course the difficulty arises from the fact that the 
mistake was made—— 

Mr. Poace. What you mean is that there was a period within 
which he could file his claim. What State was this; how long is the 
statute of limitations? 

Mr. Hopkxrns. I believe this was in Georgia. 

Mr. Poace. Did they have a period of 10, 15, or 25 years? States 
have different periods of limitation. In other words, the fact of the 
matter is that you are claming under a statute-of-limitation title, 
because the owner did not act within the limitation provided within 
the statute, although the owner was not paid for the land? 

Mr. Keets. Of course, you have limitations with respect to property 
that differ in different States, and there are many cases in which the 
action is in rem. 

Mr. Horr. What would be the situation if the owner was in pos- 
session? 

Mr. Hopxrns. Most of these tracts are within the national forest, 
small tracts of land. 

Mr. Poage. Suppose that I purchased a piece of land from John 
Doe, and put a sign up, is that not notice to everybody else that I 
am claiming that land, and that I am in possession of it? 

Mr. Kee ts. Possession in all States does not necessarily comply 
with the statute. 

Mr. Poace. It would not apply in every State, since the Govern- 
ment does not follow the limitation in the States. Some States have 
3 years, such as Texas; some have 7, and some have 5. 

Mr. Keets. In some instances 








Mr. Poaae. In the case of the Federal Government? Is that not 
what really is claimed here, a right by adverse possession; is that not 
what you are relying on? 
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Mr. Krexs. They could rely on that, but one of the difficulties 
here is that the owner of the land was not a party. 

Mr. Poacer. The owner of the land never was paid any money 
where the limitation statute is involved. 

The Cuarrman. I understood him to say that the owner was the 
owner by virtue of another recorded deed. 

Mr. Kuets. No. 

Mr. Hopkins. An outsale deed of 1898. 

Mr. Poace. Then the United States, as a matter of fact, was in 
possession of the land longer than the owner, was it not? In other 
wares he had it 22 or 23 years, and the Government has had it from 
19267 

Mr. Horxins. Since 1926 or 1927. 

Mr. Hops. Well, 27 years. The Government has had it for over 
23 years now, as the adverse owner, and it looks to me like the Gov- 
ernment has had it longer than the man who claimed it. 

The CuarrMANn. How does the 10-year proviso affect the title? 

Mr. Hopxtns. The question was not who owned it. The Govern- 
ment had acquired the land, including this tract, through condem- 
nation. 

As indicated, usually this land does not have any sale value until 
it has grown marketable timber. Usually when the timber has been 
taken off, the next time it comes back would be 30 or 40 years hence. 

(Off-the-record discussion. ) 

The Cuatrman. It seems to me that any owner who had failed to 
exercise some right of ownership within a period of 10 years certainly 
is guilty of laches. 

Mr. Hopxins. In many cases the owner has been paying taxes 
on it. 

The Cuarrman. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Hopxins. In many of these cases the record owner has been 
paying taxes. 

he CHAIRMAN. But the Government is the actual owner? 

Mr. Hopkins. In a great many cases these are absentee owners, 
who may live some place else—— 

(Off-the-record discussion. ) 

Mr. Dorn. I live ina community which is affected by this very thing, 
although I do not have any Government-owned land, but this thing 
could he happened to me, and I do not think I would have been 
guilty of negligence. 

The Fepprat Government bought up these tracts of land, in my 
district, the Third Congressional District, in the thirties, and then it 
acquired deeds to the land, and everything looked all right. Nobody 
a anything about it, and then, in the years following, the farmers 
were busy farming. The farmer maybe owned a tract of land of 50, 
60, a hundred or maybe a thousand acres, of which this was a part.. 

It is not the practice of people to go out and hire a surveyor to ckeck 
the line because somebody comes in and busy a piece of land. He is 
claiming the right to the land, and he goes by the records in the court- 
house. 

Then timber grows up, and when the timber gets ready, he moves 
in to cut the timber and he gets a notice saying that this is Govern- 
ment land, finds there are 3 or 4 acres where, possibly, the timber is 
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worth something; he owns it by records in the courthouse, and I think 
he is entitled to get the title back. 

These fellows down there are farmers, Mr. Hope, a lot of them are 
poor people. They cannot hire lawyers, and they cannot hire sur- 
veyors to go out and check the land. Usually there are just 3 or 4 
acres involved. And, in South Carolina there are some 13 cases 
pending right now, and from the evidence, this farmer would not 
know the een i had any claim to it. There are some in your 
State, too, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Horr. Let me say that I am very sympathetic to the view- 
point expressed by you, Mr. Dorn. My questions were merely to 
the point that I do not Tike to see the Government acquire any land 
through sharp practice, and I am very much in sympathy with the 
suggestion you have made that something should be done in order to 
enable these people to clear up their title. I suppose that what has been 
done, probably, is the question of adverse possession which enters into 
it, adverse possession on the part of the Government. If there are 
3 or 4 acres, or a 20-acre tract in the midst of a large acreage, I do 
not know just how the Government would indicate its possession of 
that particular tract. 

Is that a fair statement of the situation, so far as the Government 
has asserted its title, through possession? 

Mr. Hopkins. I think so, Mr. Hope. You must remember that 
about half of the lands within the national forest are privately swned, 
and there are often alternate tracts of privately owned land and 
Government land, and where private land may be in the center of a 
large tract that the Government buys, he may have no suspicion 
that his land is being taken. 

Mr. Horr. What does the Government do in a case of this kind; 
does it indicate its ownership of any particular tract in the larger 
area; does it post signs, or set up a boundary, or what does it do, if 
anything, to advise owners of its possession or its claim to that par- 
ticular tract? 

Mr. Hopkins. There are two ways: one, the outside boundary is 
posted. As land inside is purchased, we try to paint the boundary 
on the individual tracts, by painting the bark of the trees. We used 
to do that when we had the CCC labor. 

Mr. Horr. That is, you painted the trees on the boundary? 

Mr. Hopkins. Yes; either painted it or blazed it, indicating that 
the Government owned the land along that boundary line. We have 
not been able to keep that up. 

Mr. Apgernetuy. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

The Cuarrman. Yes, Mr. Abernethy. 

Mr. Apgernetuy. What did you do in this particular case to indi- 
cate the boundary; did you paint the trees? 

Mr. Hopxtns. I am sorry, I did not get your question. 

Mr. Apgernetoy. What did you do in this particular case to indi- 
cate the boundary? 

Mr. Hopxtns. This was in the interior of a large tract, in which 
we thought we bought everything within the tract. 

Mr. AperNnetHy. Was there anything to indicate where the 
boundary was? 

Mr. Hopxrns. No. We thought we owned all of it. The best 
abstract we could get indicated that. 

















os 





LAND TITLE ADJUSTMENTS BY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 9 


Mr. Azperneruy. Do you know whether or not a line had been 
surveyed? 

Mr. Hopxins. The area was surveyed, but just how well the 
boundary was surveyed, just how it was indicated, I do not know. 

Mr. Aserneruy. In other words, the Government bought some 
tracts of land, some 10, some 15, or maybe 50 acres, but the Gov- 
ernment did not show in all cases the boundary. 

Mr. Hopkins. That is correct in this case. 

Mr. Hertone. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if Mr. Dorn could not 
give us the details on some case where land had been taken, and 
where the landowner has suffered by reason of the taking. 

Mr. Dorn. Yes. 

Mr. Hertona. Indicating how many acres, or how much the land 
was worth. 

Mr. Dorn. There were quite a few cases 

Mr. Hertona. Can you give us what the actual facts are, what 
happened to some particular case? 

Mr. Dorn. The facts that I have indicate there were a number of 
acres taken by the Government where the landowner said it belonged 
to them, and where they have proven, by recent surveys that it 
belongs to them. There are quite a few of them. 

The facts are in those that the Government acquired the land, that 
is, possibly bought a place adjoining a particular owner or farmer. 
And this farmer owning the tract of the land next to the land the 
Government bought simply did not know that any claim was being 
made on any part of his land. I do not think the fact that the 
Government buys a tract of land imposes a burden upon the farmer 
just to go out and have his land surveyed, to fix the line, to show the 
exact boundary. 

Some of this land is woodland. It is entirely possible that during 
this 10-year period the farmer over here [indicating] decided that he 
wanted to cut timber, and he made a survey to check his line, and 
he found out that the Government is claiming, say, 5 or 6 acres of 
his land. 

I think he is entitled to the land. And in some of these cases the 
Government bought from different parties, and some of them go back 
30 years, and when the Government finds there has been an error, it 
usually settles. 

Mr. Hertone. The reason there is something wrong in the title is 
due to the fact that there was an error in the abstract? 

Mr. Dorn. That may be one of the principal reasons for the error. 

Mr. Hertone. Does not the Government usually have a survey 
made before it buys land? 

Mr. Kepus. Yes. It bought this according to the record. 

Mr. Hertona. There was a record, a title of record? 

Mr. Kees. Yes. And it supposed it was taking title to the land. 

Mr. Hertone. In case the abstract is in error, would not the 
individual have his remedy against the person making that error? 

Mr. Keexs. That might be possible. 

Mr. Hopxins. Could I mention in that connection this additional 
point, that the land that we have bought, and we have acquired, 
about 19 million acres, has been purchased at an average cost of less 
than $4 an acre. 
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The Department of Justice formerly made such a thorough search 
of the records, and so on, that we protested that the title work took 
too much time and effort. In recognition of that fact, particularly 
where the land is cheap, we have tried to cut down the overhead cost. 
They went along part way, did not make as thorough an investigation, 
I understand, as they had done in the past, and as they are doing 
now if they are buying land in a city where the land is valuable. 
Undoubtedly there are some cases in which title errors occurred but 
when you consider 36,000 individual cases, and when you consider 
that not more than 200 are involved in this group, the few errors 
might be justified from the cost standpoint. 

Mr. Apernetuy. I suppose we are all somewhat confused. I want 
to find out, if I can, in a few words, just what brought this about. 

The Government contends it acquired a tract of land and estab- 
lished lines, and in subsequent years it was found out that the Govern- 
ment has established lines beyond that which it was actually entitled 
to. Is that what this is? 

Mr. Hopkins. That is correct. 

Mr. AserNetruy. And the Government is now claiming title to 
the lands by reason of adverse possession? 

Mr. Hopkins. No. 

Mr. Asrernetuy. Well, if it is not claiming by adverse possession, 
on what ground do they claim they are entitled to it, if they have no 
title by reason of adverse possession? 

Mr. Hopkins. We have title; the court gave us title under con- 
demnation; and we have the title of record, and the private owner 
comes in and says that for many years this is my land, but you have 
some of my land, and land which you did not intend to take. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Well, let me go back again; let us assume that 

ou acquired the southeast quarter of section 1, and you establish a 
ese. id you establish a line which spread over into southwest 
quarter? 

Mr. Hopkins. I think in this case it was interior land. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Well, did you establish a line beyond the true 
border line? That is, did the line extend beyond the true line? 

Mr. Hopxins. This land is not where they have standard surveys. 
As you know, they did not have standard surveys in the Thirteen 
Original States. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Well, let me repeat the question: You got a 
tract of land, we will say, that had 20 acres in it, and you established 
a line, a border line, and you have occupied that land for a period of 
10 or 12 or 15 years or longer than that, perhaps. 

Mr. Hopkins. Yes. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. You now find you have established your line 
beyond what you intended or should have at the time of purchase. Is 
that right? 

Mr. Hopkins. Well, we find that within the area, some 4 or 6 acres 
belongs to somebody else. There may be a 4- or 5-acre tract within 
the 50 acres that belongs to somebody else. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. And your position is that the land which belonged 
to somebody else, this particular land is not what you intended to 
condemn? 

Mr. Hopkins. That is correct. 











i 
| 
| 
| 











LAND TITLE ADJUSTMENTS BY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 11 


Mr. Aserneruy. And you now have title to it by reason of adverse 
possession. Is that the contention of the Government? 

Mr. Keets. We have title by reason of the court order. 

Mr. Hopxins. We acquired it under court order. 

(Off-the-record discussion. ) 

Mr. Axserneruy. In other words, you took into Government 
possession more land than you intended to acquire; is that right? 

Mr. Hopxrns. Yes. 

Mr. Asrernetruy. Let us say you intended to acquire 40 acres but 
you got 44? 

Mr. Hopkins. Yes. 

Mr. Aspernetuy. And you have been in possession of that 44 acres 
all these years, and the purpose of this bill is to make it possible to 
give the 4 acres back? 

Mr. Hopkins. That is correct, if the claimant can prove his case. 

Mr. Asernetuy. I thought you were conceding ownership. 

Mr. Hopkins. Every case has to be proven. This just gives 
authority to come in and ask for it, because the present law does not 
permit the actual owner in such a case, after 10 years, to make a claim 
for it. 

Mr. Asernetuy. In other words, he does not have the authority 
now, because he is barred by the statute of limitation? 

Mr. Hopkins. The 10-year period is specifically provided in the law. 
You see, authority was given to the Secretary of Agriculture specifically 
by act of Congress to make such settlements, but that has to be within 
the 10 years of the transaction. 

Mr. Aserneruy. This land was purchased for the purpose of 
establishing national forests? 

Mr. Hopxins. That is right. 

Mr. Apernetuy. And notice was served on owners? 

Mr. Hopkins. On all known owners. 

Mr. AserRNETHY. Was it published in the papers? 

Mr. Hopxtins. In this case, yes. 

The CuarrmMan. What will be the effect of striking out the 10 
years without putting in some other provision? 

Mr. Hopxrns. I would say that there are only, roughly, 100 cases 
involved, and I would say that 80 percent of them are between 10 
and 20 years old; about 15 percent, between 20 and 30 years old; 
and 3 or 4 of them over 30 years old. Most of the errors occurred 
back during the intensive acquisition program period. 

The CuarrmMan. Some of the cases undoubtedly for 30 years. 

Mr. Hopxtns. Yes. You might be interested in the fact that the 
Department of the Interior had a similar problem, and that Congress 
has given authority, through the BLM to reconvey land, under a 
very similar system, without any time limit. 

Mr. Poags. Why not report each of these individual cases out 
separately? 

Mr. Hops. That is what you are trying to avoid? 

Mr. Dorn. Yes; that is what we are trying to avoid; we are trying 
to give the authority in one bill. It would avoid a lot of trouble in 
trying to cover 50 or 100 cases. 

Mr. Poace. Why not just pass a law providing that the statute of 
limitations prevailing in each State shall be applicable in these cases? 
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The separate States have statutes. I do not know how long the . 
statute of limitations is in South Carolina. In Texas it is 3, 5, and 
10 years, depending on circumstances. 

Mr. Hopkins. This proposal merely authorizes the owner to pre- 
sent his claim, and when the claim is presented, each case is investi- 
gated by the Solicitor’s office. 

The Cuatrman. The bell has rung, and we will have to adjourn 
now. 

Mr. Harvey. I wonder if we might have a meeting this afternoon, 
Mr. Chairman? 

The CuarrMan. I think we might recess until 2 o’clock. 

(At 11:15 a. m., a recess was taken until 2 p. m. of the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


The CuarrMan. The committee will be in order. 
Will you come back, please, Mr. Hopkins? 
Mr. Hopkins. Yes, sir. 


STATEMENTS OF HOWARD HOPKINS, ASSISTANT CHIEF, UNITED 
STATES FOREST SERVICE; AND FORREST KEELS, ATTORNEY— 
Resumed 


The CuairmMan. I am sorry that we are late in getting started, but 
several members of the committee had another meeting to attend 
during the recess. 

Mr. Hopkins, I would like to ask you if you don’t believe that 
amending this act so as to extend the statute of limitations for five 
additional years would be sufficient to enable the Department to make 
the necessary adjustments in these titles. 

Mr. Hopkins. It would help, Mr. Chairman. I have the figures 
here on how many cases, and what percentage of them were from 10 
to 20 years, from 20 to 30, and so forth, which I might just mention. 

Of the total 71 cases that are over 10 years old, and would have to 
wait for passage of this law, 87 percent of them are from 10 to 20. 
Now, I do not have the breakdown between 10 and 15 and 15 to 20. 
Nine percent would be 20 to 30 years, and 4 percent at 30 or over. 

I might say that the bulk of the cases occurred during the very 
rapid purchase program of the depression years, from 1934 to 1936, 
when we did have a very accelerated purchase program of national 
forests in the east, and as indicated by this, a lot of them would be 
handled in 5 years, but it would be much more helpful, I think, how- 
ever, if it could be made 10 years. 

The CuarrMan. Well, let us say that a man has been so indifferent 
to his own title and occupancy that he has gone ahead for 10, 15, 
or 20 years, unaware of the fact that somebody else, to wit, the 
United States Government is claiming an interest in his property. 
The idea does not appeal to me, and it seems to me that there should 
be laches involved in it to the extent that the man should know within 
that period of time. I know if I own a piece of property and pay no 
more attention than that to it over a period of 20 years, I know that I 
should be able to find out that the Federal Government is claiming it. 

Mr. Hopkins. I am glad that you brought that out. There is 
one point that I think I misled the committee on by the example I 
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used this morning. I used an example of condemnation, which is a 
very unusual one. The usual case would be where we made an 
error in our survey, where we come back and find that we have a little 
strip of 13 feet, or 8 feet wide along the whole 40 or 80, from where we 
had understood the line to be, say, 12 feet west of the west boundary, 
so described in our purchase deed. 

Now, when it is found that that line is in error by a resurvey, the 
owner repossesses his land, from a legal standpoint, but we have no 
way to release a cloud on his title that is made by the fact that we 
have on file a deed stating that our line runs from such and such a 
post to such and such a post, and so forth. This situation is more 
frequent when we don’t have the usual standard survey. 

As you know, many of these old markers and corners are hard to 
find. Sometimes our men have to survey in 4 or 5 miles to get a 
starting point. So the much more typical case is where the surveyed 
boundary is a few feet off and runs down through the strip at the edge 
of the man’s property. When we find out the correct location of the 
line, then the man repossesses his property, except that there is still 
a recorded deed, stating that the Government owns it, by description, 
and there is no way in which we are authorized to release him, unless 
it be through an act of Congress. 

This bill would permit the Secretary, that is, if the case is over 10 
years old, this bill would permit the Secretary to issue a quitclaim 
deed to that strip, 18 feet wide or 15 feet wide, whatever it is. 

The CHarrMan. How many pieces do you have currently under 
consideration? I think you told us this morning. 

Mr. Hopkins. We had 101 within the 10-year period. Those that 
would be affected by this new law, that we have not been able to 
handle, include 39 tracts that we have investigated and are O. K.., 
and a total of 60, or 58, to be exact, that have been reported to us 
that we have not investigated thoroughly, that is, as to whether they 
are justified or not. 

Does that answer the question? 

The Cuarrman. I think it does. 

Mr. McMituan. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrman. Mr. McMillan. 

Mr. McMiuuan. The Government made this error themselves, 
and I cannot see much reason why we should object to their correcting 
it. 

Mr. Hopkins. That is perfectly correct. But there is no legal 
authority to do it, that is, if it is over the 10-year period. 

Mr. MeMiiuan. That is what I say. 

Mr. Hopkins. The small man says, “It is your error,’”’ and we say 
that we admit it, but there is nothing we can do about it, unless it be 
through an act of Congress. It is usually only an average of 10 to 
15 acres, most of them are less than 5, and the average valye amounts 
to between $30 and $40. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Do you have a record by name of all the cases? 

Mr. Hopkins. Not right here, but I could get them for you. 

Mr. AperNetuy. You do have them, however? 

Mr. Hopkins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AserNeTuy. Why would it not be better to get at this problem 
by simply authorizing them to make adjustments with individuals 
named in the bill, instead of opening it up on a broad general field. 

88671—51—-ser. 1-——3 
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The Cuarrman. But there is something about that, I imagine 
that the property has changed hands, and it has gone down to other 
owners Over a period of years. 

Mr. AperNeETHY. Could you do it by describing the land? 

Mr. Hopkins. I thought you asked if we had all the names of all 
those we know of. Other cases will come up all the time especiall 
when the timber is starting to be cut on the areas, so that there will 
be continued additional cases coming up in the future. 

The Cuarrman. Yes, he just mentioned 58 cases that have been 
called to his attention that he has not been able to explore to the 
extent of telling anything about them. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. This amendment would have the effect of liftin 
permanently any limitation of time in which a case of this kind coul 
be adjusted? 

Mr. Hopkins. That is right. It could be presented, and then 
each case has to stand on its own feet. 

Mr. Dorn. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to draw this matter out, 
but I would like to say this, that I am personally familiar with some 
of this stuff, because I helped survey our own place and, Mr. Chair- 
man, it was not negligence on my part. We had 250 acres of land, 
and other timber of land 7 or 8 miles from home, and it was all grown 
up in wild timber. So I did not go down there and check on the line. 
I did not go down there more than once a year, maybe once in 2 or 3 
years, but when we started to survey it, we found that the old plat 
and deed show the line to be here, and that old oak tree was dead and 
blown away, and you couldn’t use it, so we had to get a survey on it, 
and we had to get a surveyor to survey the thing over again, and we 
found out that there was quite a discrepancy in the surveying, where 
the Government shows they own a few acres of another fellow’s land. 

The CHarrmMan. Who actually makes the determination? Is it 
made in the Solicitor’s office? 

Mr. Keets. As to where the lines are, that is determined by the 
official surveyor of the Forest Service. 

The CuarrMAN. Then I imagine that survey is filed with the 
Solicitor’s office, and it is compared with the record that. has.,been 
made heretofore. 

Mr. Keexs. That is right. 

The CuHarrmMan. And then on the recommendation of the Solicitor’s 
office, a quitclaim is executed, I suppose. 

Mr. Keets. Yes, and in addition to that, though, we would require 
that he establish that he had title to the land involved, that is, legal 
title, or where we put a cloud on it, we make him establish title to 
the land that he is claiming that a cloud is on. 

The CHarrman. Well, supposing we were to strike out the 10 
years, and put in 15 instead, and give you five additional years? It 
seems to me that within 5 years you might be able to clear it up. I 
don’t like the idea of having no statute of limitations at all. 

Mr. McMitavw. Is this going to cost anybody any money? 

The CHatrman. It is giving up land that the Government has 
occupied and used for twenty-odd years. 

ee Hopkins. The Solicitor’s office indicates that it is really 
theirs. 

Mr. McMiitan. One of our neighbors occupied some of our farm 
for about 50 years, and when we finally made a survey, we got the 
farm back. 
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foe CHAIRMAN. Well, you just happened ‘to have had a ‘good 
neighbor. 
Nir McMit.an, Nobedy had ever checked the line for 50 years. 

The Cuairman. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Hoeven. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Hoeven. 

Mr. Horven. As I gather it, then, the real purpose of this legisla- 
tion is to do equity, even though the Department may have some 
legal rights in the land? 

Mr. Hopkins. That is right. Legally we cannot release the owner, 
even though we are legally convinced he owns it. 

Mr. Hoeven. And the Department is taking the initiative in 
trying to do equity? 

Mr. Hopkins. That is right. Most cases involve small owners 
with very small acreage of low value, who feel, though, véry strongly 
that they ought to have it restored to them. 

Mr. Horr. Now, up to date, you have considered these cases that 
have been filed with you, even though the time has been past 10 
years. As a matter of fact, you cannot do anything, as I understand 
it. 

Mr. Hopkins. We have considered a number of them, but we have 
not considered all that have been presented to us. 

Mr. Horr. But you have not turned down anybody and _ told 
them that they were out in the cold because they were not filed in 
time? 

Mr. Hopkins. We told them that the only way they could get a 
clear title, that is, a deed from the Secretary for the area would be 
an individual act of Congress. 

Mr. Horr. But you have accepted their applications, and you have 
them on file, and you can consider them without further action if we 
go ahead and change the law to extend the time, and you will then go 
ahead and consider all of the applications that have been filed and 
that come within the new law, whatever it is? 

Mr. Hopxrns. Oh, yes. 

The CuatrMan. Well, looking at the statute again, it says: 

(At this point the chairman read from the act of July 8, 1943 (57 
Stat. 388) as follows:) 


That if the Secretary of Agriculture shall find within ten years after the acqui- 
sition by the United States of any land or interest therein which is subject to his 
administration, custody, or control, other than land acquired by exchange of 
public domain land or resources, that the title thereto is legally insufficient for 
the purposes for which such land or interest was acquired and no consideration 
therefor has been paid by the United States, or that title or color of title to such 
land or interest was acquired through mistake, misunderstanding, error, or in- 
advertence, he is hereby authorized to execute and deliver on behalf of and in 
the name of the United States to the person from whom the title was acquired 
or to the person whom he finds entitled thereto a quitclaim deed to such land or 
interest: Provided, however, That if the person to whom such deed is made is the 
same person from whom the United States acquired title, or his successor in in- 
terest, any consideration given by the United States for such land or interest 
shall be restored or, in lieu thereof, the value equivalent of such considreation as 
determined bv the Secretary of Argiculture shall be paid to the United States; 
and any consideration or value equivalent so restored or paid shall, so far as is 
practicable, be restored to the jurisdiction, or deposited to the credit, of the 
department, agency, appropriation, or fund from which the consideration was 
transferred or paid at the time of the acquisition of title by the United States. 
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Now, then, if you strike out the figure ‘10,”’ and put in “15,” all 
the land that was acquired more than 15 years ago could not: be 
relieved; is that it? 

Mr: Hopkins. That is correct, but the five additional years would 
be helpful. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. In some cases. 

The CHatrMaN. What percentage of these claims go back for 
more than 15 years? 

Mr. Hopkins. Eighty-seven percent go back to between 10 and 20 
years, and I am sorry to say that I have not got it broken down, but 
the bulk of the errors occurred in the period from 1934 to 1936. 

The CuarrMan.. Well, the ones that you have adjusted have been 
within the period of the last 10 years? 

Mr. Hopkins. Oh, yes. 

The Cuarrman. And now you want to go back and take care of 
those that are older than 10 years? 

Mr. Horxiys. That is right, and they are becoming more and 
more, from the standpoint the errors occurred during that 1934 to 
1936 period. 

Mr. Hors. That was a period of large acquisition; was it? 

Mr. Dorn. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Hopkins. We were granted $45,000,000 to make forest-land 
purchases in the East during the depression. 

The CHarrmMan. The 15-year provision that I was talking about 
would not then relieve the situation? 

Mr. Dorn. Well, 20 years would alleviate it, I believe. 

Mr. Hopkins. That would be helpful to 87 percent of them. 

Mr. Dorn. They bought hundreds of thousands of acres in the 
depression, and this 20-year limit would take care of it all right; 
would it not? 

Mr. Hopkins. It would take care of roughly 90 percent of the cases. 

The CHarrMAN. Well, that is a suggestion. 

Mr. Harvey. There is just one point I would like to clear up. I 
tried to listen intently, but I may have missed it. If there is any 
readjustment of titles, does that contemplate refunding any moneys 
to the adjusted owner, in case timber has been sold during this period 
when the Government has held adverse possession? 

Mr. Hopkins. We do not have any record of such action. If they 
sold some timber on our property, we try to get a reimbursement 
for that timber, but I don’t know of any specific case of this nature 
where we have actually cut timber by mistake, I don’t remember; do 

ou? 
. Mr. Keets. Not offhand. 

Mr. Hopkins. Timber that later proved to be someone else’s. 

Mr. Harvey. I think it is important in the consideration of this 
piece of legislation, and going as far back as you would recommend, to 
include acreage of timber. Undoubtedly you would have timber that 


would be valuable to the extent of $100 an acre in this land that you 
have purchased; wouldn’t you? 

Mr. Hopkins. That would be unusual, because the average pur- 
chase price is, as I said, around $5 and $10 per acre. But, of course, 
it has increased a good deal from that. 

Mr. Harvey. Yes; and, as I say, some of the earlier purchases, 
although it was virtually worthless at the time. you bought it, might 
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have an increment now to the point where it would be worth $100 an 
acre. 

Now, suppose before these cases are adjusted, and assuming we 
might add another 10 years by amendment onto this authority, then 
you would come up, and in the meantime possibly some of this timber 
on this land in question might have been marketed, and you would 
see some fellow had 15 acres that you had held by adverse possession, 
on which the timber had been sold, now, you would adjust the title 
to the land all right, but would you likewise then contemplate going 
back and refunding that money of the estimated value of the timber 
that was cut off the land in question? 

Mr. Hopkins. I am sorry to say that a case like that has not come 
up, that I have known about. 

Mr. Harvey. I think it is important that we know what your 
attitude is on that in our consideration of this. Personally, | would 
have no objection to an extension of this for 10 years to adjust simple 
title to the land; but, if it would also contemplate instances of re- 
funding money to people, I would have objection to it, for the very 
reason that in the first place I don’t see how you could ever accurately 
estimate how much timber had been sold off—it might have been 3, 
4, or 5 years since the timber had been sold—and, in the second place, 
in this instance, it would not actually involve any loss of dollars. but 
that might run into a lot of money, too. So, I think it is important 
that you give us your attitude as to what the policy of the Forest 
Service would be with regard to it. 

Mr. Hopkins. Well, I will say that I would agree with the thought 
you have in mind. In most cases the values involved on the ground 
that I know of would be so small that their determination would 
complicate matters a great deal. That is, it is usually a very little 
strip of land or a little pocket of land that would be very difficult to 
estimate accurately as to the timber or the grazing use of that particu- 
lar area. ; 

The CuarrMan. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Harvey. Yes, certainly. 

The CuHarrMAN. This only contemplates a quitclaim deed; does it 
not? 

Mr. Hopkins. That is right. 

The CHarrMaANn. And it does not contemplate any adjustments of 
consideration? 

Mr. Hopkins. That is right. I understood that he was asking a 
question on that. 

The Cuarrman. I don’t think the situation would arise that he has 
in mind, because it is a quitclaim deed; and, even if they show that 
the Government had taken the property and had taken timber off the 
property during the time it exercised control over it, that would be 
an independent matter which the individual would have to present 
to Congress. 

Mr. Harvey. The reason, Mr. Chairman, that I brought up that 
question was that I felt that it ought to be set forth in the record 
here and now. 

The CuarrmMan. But he says there is nothing here contemplated 
with regard to that situation. 

Mr. Harvey. This action we would recommend from our committee 
does not contemplate the transaction in terms of dollar damages that 
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people might have incurred during adverse possession by the Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Hope. Will the gentleman yield? In other words, the statute 
that we are talking about amending here does not in any way provide 
for reimbursement. 

Mr. Hopkins. That is right. It is just purely the quitclaim deed 
to the property, which has proved to belong to somebody else. 

Mr. Hopr. There is no place in the statute for reimbursement; so, 
if anything of that kind were contemplated, we would have to pass 
upon it in another act. 

Mr. Hopkins. Or amend this one. 

Mr. Hoeven. Is not the distinction that the legislation we are con- 
sidering has to do entirely with the statute of limitations as to the 
title, whereas the claim for any money damages would be controlled 
by the regular statute of limitations? 

Mr. Ostrertaa. May I ask, what happens when the Government 
improves a certain piece of land, reforests it, and suddenly somebody 
comes up with a claim? There is a new owner; and, if he establishes 
the claim that that was properly his title to the land, does he get the 
improved benefits from the land or does he have to make a concession 
to the Government for what the Government has put into it? 


Mr. Hopkins. So far, he has gotten the improvements, which ordi- 


narily has been the increased growth of timber and the increased value 


of the timber, but you might say that we had the use of the timber 


and might have made cuttings on it. 
Mr. OsrertaG. Supposing they planted a large tract of timber and 
it has just reached a merchantable stage, and then this man keeps 


quiet until it is time to present the claim, and then he has got some- 


thing of value which was not of value in the first instance, what 
happens in that kind of case? 

Mr. Hopkins. Well, we have one or two—I don’t know of anyone 
where they purposely did that, but you have to remember that the 
average case is only about 6% acres, and a great many less than an 
acre, and I don’t know of any with a great increase in value. 

Mr. Osrertac. I would admit that under a short limitation the 
improvement on it would not be great, but under a long period of 
time it might be. I am not arguing against your bill. I am merely 
trying to make clear what might happen. 

The CuatrMan. Well, that would be governed by the law of better- 
ments, when a man improves someone else’s property and did not- 
have title to it. 

Mr. Dorn. Let me say this: I have been all over that entire section 
there with one of our representatives, and these gentlemen are going 
to get this quitclaim deed bill through here, to maintain a good public 
relations, and I think that is commendable on the part of the Forest 
Service, because they do want to maintain good public relations. 

The CuarrMan. Well, I am certainly in favor of good public rela- 
tions. We have to consider the bill in executive session if there is 
nothing further to be heard from you gentlemen. 

Mr. Dorn. The Senate passed this bill 3 years ago, but not in this 
session. I think they passed it unanimously about 3 years ago. 

The CuarrMan. Very well. We will now take up the considera- 
tion of H. R. 1628. 

(H. R. 1628 follows:) 
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[H. R. 1628, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the acquisition of land and the construction thereon of buildings and appurtenances 
essential for forest fire control operations of the Forest Services, United States Department of Agriculture, 
at or near Missoula, Montana, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Agriculture is hereby author- 
ized to acquire by donation, purchase, and/or condemnation such tract or tracts 
of land, at or near Missoula, Montana, as in his judgment may be suitable for 
the construction thereon of fire control smoke jumper headquarters, air cargo 
supply base, and other facilities, and said land upon acceptance of title to be 
subject to all laws and regulations applicable to lands acquired under the Act of 
March 1, 1911, as amended (16 U. 8. C. 515, 516). 

Sec. 2. The Secretary of Agriculture is hereby authorized, by contract or other- 
wise, to cause to be planned, designed, and constructed on said land, such buildings 
as in his judgment may be suitable as fire control smoke jumper headquarters, air 
cargo supply base, and other facilities, and including the purchase and installation 
of necessary equipment, the making of sewer, water, gas, electrical and other 
connections, and the construction of such roadways, sidewalks, landscaping, and 
approaches as may be required. 

Sec. 3. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this Act, there is 
hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the sum of $970,000: Provided, That the Secretary may, 
prior to July 1, 1951, enter into contracts for the acquisition of the land and for 
the construction of the buildings and other installations herein authorized, to an 
amount not in excess of $500,000. 


The Cuarrman. Mr. Mansfield, we will be glad to hear from you 
now, sir. 

Mr. MansFietp. Mr. Chairman, I am appearing in behalf of H. R. 
1628, and I would like to request at this time that a statement in favor 
of this proposal by Congressman Horan of Washington and Congress- 
man Wood of Idaho be incorporated in the record, and then that the 
committee might hear my colleague, the gentleman from New York, 
Mr. Latham, in support of the bill for a moment or two. 

(The statements referred to above are as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Watt Horan, A RerresentATIVE IN ConGress From 
THE StaTE OF WASHINGTON) 


I am deeply appreciative of the courtesy of the members of the committee in 
according me the privilege of making this statement in support of H. R. 1628, a 
bill to provide for the acquisition of land and the construction thereon of buildings 
and appurtenances essential for forest fire control operations of the Forest Service, 
Department of Agriculture, at or near Missoula, Mont., and for other purposes. 

While the facilities contemplated by this bill will be located at a point far 
beyond the boundaries of my district, I believe I am justified in urging committee 
approval of this legislation because of the fact that, in spite of the distance in- 
volved, the type of service rendered by the “‘smoke-jumpers”’ is of such a char- 
acter that it can be both effective and efficient in the national forests of my 
district. 

As a matter of actual fact, on, numerous occasions when fires have broken out in 
national forest areas in the north-central portion of the State of Washington, 
“‘smoke-jumper” operations have been solely responsible for their almost imme- 
diate extinguishment, with the consequent saving of great quantities of valuable 
timber, to say nothing of the possible property loss and fatalities that could 
have resulted had not these blazes been so efficiently handled. 

Originally established on an experimental basis in 1939, ‘“‘smoke-jumping’’ has 
long since emerged from this stage, and is now, and has been for years past, 
recognized as a practical, efficient, economical and most expeditious means of 
preventing and controlling major fires in our forests. 

Particularly now, when the threat of war hangs over us, it is essential that we 
utilize every practicable method available to us to prevent possible enemy destruc- 
tion or damage to the forest areas in our Nation that are so essential to our ability 
to wage a defensive war. Nor is the assumption that the enemy might attempt 
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the destruction of our forests an idle one by any means. We can all remember 
the balloons released by the Japanese for just such a purpose. 

Much as I dislike the idea of additional expenditures at this time, I am con- 
vinced that it is the part of wisdom, practicality, and realism to provide, as soon 
as possible, the facilities contemplated in H. R. 1628, in order that ‘‘smoke-jump- 
ing’’ operations in protection of our national forest areas in the Northwest during 
any emergency with which we may be confronted may be maintained at the maxi- 
mum point of efficiency ana effectiveness. 

My examination of these facilities proposed by the Forest Service reveals, to 
me at least, no hint of extravagance or waste. They appear to be the minimum 
necessary for good operational procedure. The Forest Service is to be compli- 
mented for its very evident recognition of the need for economy in our national 
affairs, and for its willingness to tailor its needs in conformity with this necessity. 

To the gentlemen of the Committee on Agriculture, I tender my sincere thanks 
appreciation for this opportunity to present my views in the legislation now being 
considered. I hope that it may be possible for the committee to concur in them, 
and to report H. R. 1628 favorably. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Joun T. Woop, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
State or IpaHo 


Mr. Chairman, my name is John T, Wood, Congressman from the First 
District of Idaho. I am appearing in behalf of H. R. 1628, a bill to authorize 
the Secretary of Agriculture to acquire land and to construct thereon buildings 
and appurtenances essential to forest-fire control operations of the United States 
rm Service, United States Department of Agriculture, at or near Missoula, 

ont. 

The bill, if approved, would authorize the appropriation of $970,000 for the 
acquisition of land and the construction thereon of the buildings and appurte- 
nances necessary for fire-control operations of the type used in this area to control 
inaccessible fires in Idaho and Montana. 

The Idaho area involved under this fire control is almost entirely within my 
district; and represents in addition to a heavy forestation of other species of 
timber, the largest body of white pine in the world. 

The forests in my district are its second greatest source of wealth; and hence the 
conservation of the forests agsinst the most destructive foe of timber, namely, 
forest fires, is of the most supreme importance primarily, of course, to the people 
of Idaho and also to the entire United States. 

Largely, much of the area covered by these rich forests is composed of moun- 
tainous terrain, much of it ordinarily accessible only through bridle paths or foot 
trails. The greatest menace to our standing timber is that of forest fires, anproxi- 
mately 80 percent of which are set by lightning. The fires which are man-caused 
are necessarily found in areas with much more easy access. 

The basis of modern firefighting in the last few years has been early détection 
of fires by a series of forest look-out towers, situated on top of the highest peaks, 
with criss-cross range instruments trained on the first indication of smoke as seen 
from these various look-outs. By this method, the location of the fire may be 
localized within a few hundred yards so that if the area is accessible, smoke-chasers 
may be sent out on foot; and the fire may be quenched before it has covered an 
area of perhaps more than a few square yards. Should the area be more inac- 
cessible, the progress of the smoke-chasers toward the fire, on foot or horseback, 
takes too much time to prevent the fire from assuming major proportions in many 
cases, and consequently, modern methods of early location of the fire and dropping 
of the smoke-chasers by parachute from airplanes hes been found to give the best 
results; and has been constantly used over a period of several years. 

The area covered by these forests in my district is approximately 400 by 300 
miles and perhaps half of that area is relatively inaccessible. The location of 
this proposed unit near Missoula, Mont., is in close proximity to one of the major 
Forest Service operations covering several of the large forests, connected by tele- 
phone with all of the look-out towers in all of the principal forests; and through 
the work of these parachute smoke-chasers few incipient fires are permitted to 
assume major proportions; and the saving of timber to Idaho and the United 
States will many times more than repay the cost of the installations and the 
equipment. 

The Department has already furnished you with plans and specifications of 
the proposed unit. It merely remains for me to add my recommendations to 
your committee for its favorable consideration of the project. 
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In closing, I might say, parenthetically, that. I have been surgeon to the Forest 
Services in Idaho for the past 46 years, and professionally cared for many of the 
victims of smoke and fire in the northern part of this area; and I have watched 
the progress and development of the art of firefighting from the old shovel and 


bucket days to the infinitely more effective modern use of the airplane and 
parachute. 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of this committee, I want to thank you for the 
courtesy and privilege of appearing before you, 


The Caarrman, You may proceed, Mr. Latham. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY J. LATHAM, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK 


Mr. Larnam. My name is Henry J. Latham, and I am a Congress- 
man from New York. 

Without going into any of the details of this bill, I would like to 
say a word in favor of it. 

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion H. R. 1628, the bill for forest fire 
control, which pertains to the Montana National Forest area, is tre- 
mendously important. 

I happen to know a number of men in the Forest Service, and I 
think there are no finer Federal public servants than these men. I 
have had the opportunity to visit the national forests, some of them, 
as a fellow who was born and brought up in New York City, and I 
have developed a great love for the national forests and woodlands 
of our country. I think it would be false economy if we would be 
cut down on protection of this great source of natural wealth which 
we have. 

I think that the Forest Service should be given every modern 
implement for protection of this great natural resource. I think the 
smoke jumpers, and I understand that is the burden of this bill, to 
help the smoke jumpers with their equipment and facilities out in 
Montana, should be able to train new men, and I think they should 
be given every possible assistance. 

I think it would be false economy not to do this. I understand 
that they have to leave their present location, and they bave to get 
additional airport facilities, and they need this new equipment, and 
they have to train some additional men. 

I think that these days we will agree that we vote for many things 
that are of some questionable value. I don’t think that there is any 
question but that we all--that our children and great grandchildren are 
going to have to pay the taxes for some of the things we vote for these 
days. I think this bill offers an opportunity for us to give an affirma- 
tive vote which will be something our children and great grandchildren 
will have, so that years from now, perhaps they at least will be able, 
when they are worried about taxes and filling out income tax forms, 
that they at least will be able to get away for a moment of respite 
and relief in these great and wonderful woodlands of our country. 

I think so far as our children are concerned, and those ‘to come 
after them, that a vote for this bill and support for it would be money 
in the bank for them, and I certainly hope that this bill is given every 
serious consideration by this committee, 

Thank you very much. 

The CuatrMAN. Thank you, Mr, Latham. 
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Mr. Mansrretp. Mr. Chairman, I would like’ to request at this 
time that I may have inserted in the record a-letter from Gov. Millard 
Caldwell, Chief of the Defense Administration, in. support. of this 
measure. 

The CuarrMan. Yes, sir; that will be done. 

(The letter referred to appears on p. 39.) 

Mr. Mansrietp. And if Tat request it, Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to have my old friend, Mr. P. D. Hanson, regional forester from 
Missoula, Mont., and Mr. C, A. Gustafson, Chief, Division of Fire 
Control, Forest Service, Department of Agriculture, appear with me 
at this time. 

The CuatrMan. Very well. 


STATEMENTS OF HON. MIKE MANSFIELD, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA; P. D. HANSON, 
REGIONAL FORESTER, MISSOULA, MONT.; AND C. A. GUSTAF- 
SON, CHIEF, DIVISION OF FIRE CONTROL, FOREST SERVICE, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Mansrietp. Mr. Chairman, this measure passed this com- 
mittee unanimously last year, and it passed the House of Representa- 
tives unanimously, but it failed to be passed out of the Senate 
committee. 

I appeared earlier this year in behalf of this measure, and I went 
into some detail and incorporated with my remarks a lot of infor- 
mation which should be of interest to this committee in studying this 
particular measure. 

As I stated just then, the Forest Service inaugurated at Missoula 
the idea of parachuting firefighters into the forest fire areas, and on 
the basis of that development we have been able to save not millions 
but tens of millions of dollars in the Northwest area particularly, but 
as far south as California and New Mexico, as well. 

At the present time the Forest Service employs a little in excess of 
200 men a year, who are used to parachute into forest fires all over 
the, western part of the United States. They live in what might be 
called a dung heap on the airport at which they are now located. It 
is an airport which is up against the mountains, an airport which 
has graveled runways, and an airport which is gradually being squeezed 
out as the city limits of Missoula develop in that direction. 

Furthermore, this airport is owned by the city, and it wants to 
subdivide and break up this airport, subdivide it into lots for a resi- 
dential area, so that the residential area can be extended further. 
We are there on sufferance only at the present time. 

Under this bill we would be able to move the parachuting equipment 
and the fighters themselves to the new county airport, which has a 
great deal more open ground, which has surfaced runways, which has 
been approved by the CAA, and it would mean that: there would be a 
great savings, not only so far as actual dollars are concerned, but so 
far as take-offs and thereby facilitating their getting to forest fires. 

The committee has the full record of this. I don’t want to take up 
too much of its time, because we have a very important bill on the 
floor, but if there are any questions, Mr. Hanson, Mr. Gustafson, and 
myself would be glad to answer them. 
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Mr. Hoeven. I believe you said something about moving over to a 
county airpert. Did I understand you correctly? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horven. Would that be a joint ownership adventure? 

Mr. Mansrie.p. That would be owned by the Forest Service, and 
it will be up-to-date equipment which the Forest Service owns at the 
present time. The Forest Service rents buildings on the fairgrounds 
up against the airport in the country, and the kitchen is right next 
door to the horse corral. There isn’t room enough for the men to have 
bunks inside, and it is really unsanitary and unhealthy. 

Mr. Horven. Will the Forest Service then pay rental for the use 
of this other land? 

Mr. Mansrie.p. No; it will buy the necessary 15 or 20 acres, and 
it will be property of the United States Government. 

Mr. Horven. There will be no joint ownership of the buildings 
and facilities with the county airport? 

Mr. MansrFrieLp. No, sir. 

Mr. Hoeven. Very well. Thank you. 

Mr. Ostertagc. Mr. Chairman, I take it that this, Congressman, 
is for fire protection, but is it for the fire protection of all private 
forest lands in the area, as well as the Government-owned lands? 

Mr. MansFieLp. Well, I think that would be a good question for 
the regional forester to answer. Mr. Hanson, will you give an 
answer on that? 

Mr. Hanson. My name is P. D. Hanson, and I am regional forester 
of one of the national forest regions called the northern region, with 
its headquarters in Missoula, Mont. 

My responsibility includes the administration of 17 national forests 
in-Montana and Idaho and eastern Washington. Therefore, I am 
responsible for all of the fire-control activities in that area within 
national forest fire-protection boundaries. 

Mr. Mansrievtp. Does that include the private as well as the 
Government lands? 

Mr. Hanson. Well, the majority of the area is Government-owned 
lands. In addition to that we do protect some acreage of private 
ownership on a cooperative basis which is located within our fire- 
protection boundaries. 

Mr. Mansrievp. Does that answer your question, Mr. Ostertag? 

Mr. Ostrertaa. Yes. In other words, it is primarily Government- 
owned land in the area. 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. These are very remote lands. This 
region comprises the north end of the Rocky Mountain chain, and is 
the last area to develop, from an accessibility standpoint. 

We have large areas where it is easy to be 15 to 20 miles away from 
the nearest road, making quick action impossible unless aircraft is 
used to transport the men. 

Mr. MANsFIELD. May I at this time point out on this map of the 
Clearwater Forest, and every circle on that map indicates a fire in 
that particular forest, so you can have an idea of just how important 
the fire danger is to us in that part of the country. 

Furthermore, you will recall that during the last war a great many 
Japanese balloons were floated over and started forest fires and killed 
a few people, but the only way many fires could be reached was not 
by foot or on horse, but by planes which would drop these men down, 
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and they would get the fire at its inception, thereby saving thousands 
and thousands of dollars for the Government, as well as preserving a 
natural resource. 

Mr. Hoeven. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Mansfield a 
question at this point. 

The Cuarrman. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Hoeven. If this bill is enacted into law, I imagine you also 
contemplate an annual appropriation for the upkeep of the buildings, 
and so forth? 

Mr. MansFieELp. That would have to be done, Mr. Hoeven, if this 
bill is enacted into law. It would be hoped that this committee 
would change the date from July 1, 1951, to July 1, 1953, and authorize 
the necessary $500,000 with which to start this project. 

Mr. Hoeven. Yes. 

Mr. Mansrievp. At the present time, you see, the Forest Service 
has to assume more than that, because of rental leases and other mat- 
ters at the other airport and the fairgrounds, and it is a Government 
responsibility primarily to protect Government resources, Govern- 
ment lands, and the like. 

Mr. Hoeven. After these new facilities are built, I am trying to 
find out what the annual appropriation would amount to in order to 
keep up the new facilities and buildings. Do you have any idea as to 
the amount required? 

Mr. Mansrievp. I have not. Do you, Mr. Hanson? 

Mr. Hanson. Yes, sir. We have made an analysis from an eco- 
nomic standpoint, and the annual recurrent expense for the present 
set-up totals $47,847. 

Mr. Ostertac. That is after this is all set up? 

Mr. Hanson. We are working with this new one. 

Mr. Hoeven. And what will it be under the new set-up? 

Mr. Hanson. Taking the $970,000 which this legislation calls for 
as an investment, and allowing interest and plant amortization over a 
50-year period, and providing for the maintenance of that, the annual 
recurrent expense would be $41,868, a savings of not much, but of 
about $6,000 there. 

The big savings, gentlemen, would be in the feature that we could 
act quickly and dispatch men quickly. It is a very fast moving opera- 
tion, and our experts in fire control estimate that by using lighted 
runways and getting off predawn and coming in after dark, that we 
could prevent about three fires a year from getting out of hand, and a 
nominal saving there would be about $25,000 a fire, or an estimated 
additional savings of $75,000 a year over what we can do now. 

Mr. Horr. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrMan. Mr. Hope. 

Mr. Hope. Are you expecting to pay an annual rental on the county 
airport, or will you have the use of that field gratis? 
~ “Mr. Hanson. We have the use of that field gratis. The county is 
pretty near willing to give us the land but they are not allowed to do 
this legally. They are offering 70 acres for $2,000. They are allowed 
to sell, only competitively, and that is why the language is in this bill 
to provide us the opportunity to acquire it from the county. 

They will let us have absolutely free service at this airport, but we 
do have to build a short taxi strip of our own from it into the im- 
provements. 
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The Cuarrman. What did you say about 70 acres? 
Mr. Hanson. I think it is 20 acres. It was 70 for a while—70.25 


acres is the correct figure. 


The Cuarrman. One hundred and twenty acres? 

Mr. MAnsFriELp. No; 70 acres. 

The CHaArrmMan. Seventy acres. What is that for, to put the 
buildings on? 

Mr. Hanson. That is to place the plant on the land, now county- 
owned. 

The CxHarrman. You will purchase 70 acres on which to erect 
buildings. 

Mr. Hanson. That is right. 

The CuarrMan. But if you were denied the privilege of using the 
airport and the airport facilities, the buildings on the 70 acres of 
land would be entirely worthless, would they not? 

Mr. Hanson. It would not be any good, but we do have free use 
of the airport; that is assured. 

The CuarrMan. But for what duration of time? What kind of an 
arrangement do you have? We are talking in terms of 50 years, 
and you have no assurance 

Mr. Ostrertac. Do you have an agreement of some kind? 

Mr. Hanson. We can get it. It is a small community. 

Mr. Horven. Wouldn’t that be preferable, because if the buildings 
should be abandoned, the fact that the buildings are attached to the 
land, they might revert to the county. 

The CHartrMAN. No; he is going to put the buildings on fee-simple 
land that he expects to acquire to the extent of 70 acres; even if he 
acquired the title and erected the buildings, then was denied the 
right to use the airport, he would be in trouble. 

Mr. Horven. | understood that he was going to rent the land. 

The CuarrMan. No; he is going to buy it. 

Mr. OsrrrtaG. To put the buildings on, as I understand. 

Mr. Mansrievp. That is correct. 

The CHairmMan. Well, suppose you were to spend $1 million in 
erecting an airport on these 70 acres, and the county says, ‘‘We are 
not going to allow you to use this airport any more,’ then what? 

Mr. Hanson. This is a commercial airport, and there is no question 
that I can see but what we can use it. 

The CHarrmMan. But there is no question that it belongs to the 
county? 

Mr. Mansrie.p. That is correct. 

The CHarrMANn. Suppose the county says, ‘‘We need it for further 
commercial activities, and we won’t allow your smoke jumpers in 
here”? Then you are stuck. 

Mr. Mansrievp. I would like to say that so far as the airport is 
concerned, this other airport that we have been using now, they 
could have said that at any time, but they have not chased us off 
the airport as yet. 

The Cuarrman. But you have not invested a million dollars in 
improvement. 

Mr. Mansrietp. That is right. 

Mr. Apernetuy. Couldn’t it be cured by stating in the report that 
any appropriation for construction would be conditioned upon the 
people who owned the airport giving an unlimited right to the Federal 
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Government for the use of the facilities for an unlimited period of 
time? 

Mr, Mansrieip. Mr. Abernethy, I would be very much in favor of 
a provision on that order, so that we could nail it down on that basis. 

The CuarrmMan. Well, if you did not want to make it an unlimited 
time, at least vou could make an arrangement on a basis satisfaetory 
to the Federal Government. 

Mr. Mansrieip. That would be all right, so that this question you 
assume would not arise. 

Mr. Horr. That could all be taken are of in the contract to purchase 
the 70 acres? Aren’t you buying it from the same people? 

Mr. MansrFIE.p. Sir? 

Mr. Hops. I say, aren’t vou buying the land from the county also? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horr. Then it could be taken care of in the contract of pur- 
chase, could it not? 

Mr. MansrFiexp. It could, I am quite sure. 

Mr. Hanson. And this is a Federal-aid airport, sir, and the Federal 
Government has a particular interest in this particular airport. 

Mr. Hops. Do you expect to pay for the use of the airport? 

Mr. MAnsFietp. No. 

The CuatrMan. Well, Federal aid does not give the Federal 
jovernment the right to do this. The Federal Government has had 
to build airports most everywhere, but in the last paragraph I can see 
where it says: 

Provided, that the Secretary may, prior to July 1, 1951— 


and I believe you are going to change that to read July 1, 1953? 

Mr. Mansrre.p. That is right; yes. 

The Cuarrman. So then it will read: 

Provided, That the Secretary may, prior to July 1, 1953, enter into contracts for 
the acquisition of the land and for the construction of the buildings and other 
installations herein authorized, to an amount not in excess of $500,000. 

Why don’t you insert another proviso there with regard to the lease 
of the airport facilities on terms approved? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Would not that be something for the Forest 
Service to work out by negotiation, instead of writing it into the law? 

The CuarrMan. The only trouble with that is, that if we don’t 
have some provision in there, they could put a million dollars into 
70 acres of land, and later the county could say that they could not 
use the airport. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I think if the committee gave direction to the 
Forest Service in the report, and direct them to do that, they will 
do it. They wouldn’t think of constructing those buildings without 
first getting the proper lease from those people. 

Mr. Horr. How would this be, on page 16, where it now reads: 

Provided, that the Secretary may, prior to July 1, 1951, enter into contracts 
for the acquisition of the land— 
and following that put in “for use of the county airport,’ and go 
on from there, to the words, “for the construction of the buildings 
and other installations herein. authorized, to an amount not in excess 
of $500,000’’? 

Mr. Mansrievp. That would cover it. 
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Mr. Asernetuy. I don’t know whether you would have to men- 
tion the airport. I would say—for the use of such airport that would 
be used in connection with this construction. 

Mr. Horr. Well, we can work the language out on that. 

Mr. Mansrietp. Yes, the language could be worked out, but the 
general idea, I think, is a sound one. 

Mr. Ostertac. Mr. Chairman, may I make a point of inquiry? 
Mr. Abernethy, I think, made mention of the fact that the reserva- 
tion of the conditions could be tied to the appropriations, and I am 
just wondering if that is true. 

Mr. Asernetay. No, I said that the conditions could be put into 
the report accompanying this bill. 

Mr. Ostertaa. I see. 

The CuarrMaNn. Are there any further questions? If not, Mr. 
Mansfield, will you elaborate for Mr. Heimburger, and work out 
some provision which will have reference to the leasing of adequate 
airport facilities? 

Mr. MansrixELp. I will be delighted to do that, Mr. Chairman 
Mr. Heimburger knows a great deal about this particular measure 
from last year and this year. 

Mr. Hermpurcer. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. I think if you just say, ‘Provided, upon the 
leasing of adequate airport facilities on terms satisfactory to the 
Forestry Service, the Secretary may—do so and so, I think that 
would cover it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Fine. 

Mr. Hope. I would say, ‘‘For the acquisition of the land and for 
the use of the airport.”” You don’t have to pay any rent to the 
airport for its use? 

Mr. MansFIeLp. There will be no rental paid for this, that is right. 

The Cuatrman. Well, you could say, ‘For the acquisition of land 
and use of the facilities of the airport.” 

Mr. Mansrietp. That would be fine. 

The CuarrMAN. Just something to show that we are not going to 
we get into a position where in 5 years they could run us away after 
we have placed a million dollars into a project. 

Mr. Mansrietp. Mr, Chairman, could I suggest that if this bill is 
reported out favorably that something be said in the report to the 
same effect? 

The CuarrMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MansFIELD. Then I will make one more request, that a state- 
ment by my old friend, Mr. P. D. Hanson, who is now undergoing his 
first experience before a congressional committee, may be ena to 
extend his statement in the record. 

The CuarrMan. Without objection, you may have that privilege, 
Mr. Mansfield. 

Mr. MansFieLp. Thank you. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT BY P. D. Hanson, REGIONAL Forester, Missouna, Monrv. 


My name is P. D. Hanson. I am regional forester of the northern region of the 
Forest Service. My headquarters is located at Missoula, Mont. My responsi- 
bility includes the administration of 17 national forests which comprise that 
region. I am, therefore, responsible for all forest-fire-control activities associated 
with those forests. 
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I am here to testify in favor of H. R. 1628 which would authorize the acquisition 
of land and the construction thereon of buildings and appurtenances essential 
for forest-fire-control operations of the Forest Service. 

An identical bill to H. R. 1628—namely, H. R. 7257—was approved by this 
committee in the Eighty-first Congress. It passed the House, but was not reported 
out by the Senate committee. 

The Department of Agriculture has recommended favorable action on this bill 
by report of May 31, 1951, to this committee. Quoting from that report: ‘The 
Bureau of the Budzet advises that there is no objection to the submission of this 
report, with the understanding that if the legislation is enacted, any appropriation 
authorized therefor is to be considered as an item falling within the established 
ceiling for the Department of Agriculture.” 

In support of this legislation, I want to discuss briefly— 

(a) The general description of the northern region. 
(b) The regional fire problem. 
(c) Smoke jumper and aerial transportation. 
(d) The presently used physical plant. 
(e) The proposed physical plant. 
(f) Economic aspects of the proposed legislation. 
(g) A proposed minor amendment. 
I will file a statement with the committee. 


GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE NORTHERN REGION 


The northern region of the Forest Service comprises those national-forest lands 
located in Montana, northern Idaho, and a portion of eastern Washington. It, 
therefore, includes the northern section of the Rocky Mountain chain which 
forms the Continental Divide. A large portion of the higher-elevation land 
is remote from modern transportation facilities. 'To be 20 to 50 miles from the 
nearest road is not uncommon. . Most of it is highly potential from a timber- 
production standpoint. Its main value to society lies in its water-producing 
capacity, its timber, wildlife, and opportunities for recreation. These values 
must be protected from destruction by fire. 


THE REGIONAL FIRE PROBLEM 


About 75 percent of the 12 to 1,500 forest fires occurring annually are started 
by lightning, which has the habit of choosing the most isolated areas in which 
to strike. It is not uncommon to handle over a hundred such fires in a single day. 

About one-quarter of the thirty-odd-million acres under fire protection in this 
region has burned at least once since the area was originally established as national 
forests. This is an unenviable record, the cause of which may be laid strongly to 
the element of inaccessibility and the associated long elapsed time before men in 
sufficient strength could reach the fires. 

As accessibility through the years gradually improved through the construction 
of trails and fire roads, and the new use which has been made of aviation in the 
delivery of men and supplies, so has there been an improvement in the performance 
of fire suppression. In witness to this the average burned area between the years 
1905 and 1930 was about 252,000 acres. During that period transportation to 
lightning fires was mainly by foot, and supplies moved by pack mule. During 
1931-40, with more fire roads available, built chiefly by the Civilian Conservation 
Corps, shorter attack time resulted, and the average annual burn was reduced 
to about 62,000 acres. During the period 1941-59 the corresponding acreage 
was further reduced to about 9,000 acres. It was during this period that airplanes 
for delivery of supplies and parachuting fire fighters were used, as supplements to 
the ground organization. here is no question but that aerial delivery of supplies 
and men has been a strong factor, although an immeasurable one, in attaining this 
result, even in the face of relatively favorable weather which characterized that 

riod. 

Historically, large burned area occurs in only a relatively few of what are 
termed ‘critical fire years.’’ These vears are characterized by sustained adverse 
weather and too many fires for the available organization to handle, occurring at 
the same time. These critical years have always occurred and will reoccur. To 
maintain control of the situation, by catching all fires when they are small, 
particularly in critical years, is the main objective of ail fire-control officials. 
It is just good sound business also, since extraordinary costs and damages result 
in the final suppression of run-away fires. The achievement of this objective in 
this region is dependent on the availability of a flexible fire organization that can 
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be increased or decreased as the situation requires and that is maneuverable as to 
location. 


SMOKE JUMPERS AND AERIAL TRANSPORTATION 


In recognition of the above principle the northern region pioneered in the 
development of the smoke jumpers and in the aerial delivery of supplies. Experi- 
mentation was deliberate, and the shift in emphasis to aerial operations, as an 
adjunct to ground operations, has been gradual. It now has progressed beyond 
the stage of experimentation and is an approved and accepted form of fire-control 
organization on which is placed prime dependence for maintaining control of the 
numerous small fires in remote territory. 

We now maintain 150 hard-hitting smoke jumpers at Missoula, Mont. We 
have three small planes of our own, mainly used for detecting fires. We have 
contract planes immediately available for transportation of the jumpers and for 
the delivery by parachute of all necessary fire-fighting equipment, food, and 
water. We are prepared within limits for long-range services outside the region 
and for the movement of large volumes of equipment anywhere. 

This project has not been financed by special appropriations earmarked for that 
purpose. The salary and expense item has been financed by reducing the con- 
ventional ground forees of fire goers and lookouts and using money as released 
for that purpose. It is a mové toward more efficient use of the money we have 
to work with. 

The project has grown out of proportion to the accommodations we have been 
able to make available for it. Regular funds have not been available to build 
any new improvements, nor has Government land been available in the right 
location to ‘accommodate buildings, could we have built them. We have met the 
situation as expeditiously as we could. We have leased land and leased buildings, 
converted old Civilian Conservation Corps shacks for housing and equipment 
storage, and used an inadequate airport. The resulting situation is very un- 
satisfactory from an operating standpoint. The project is hampered in its 
efficiency by the scattered locations used and is continually in jeopardy on account 
of the dependence we must place on insecure tenure of occupancy of leased prop- 
erty. These features are the critical ones which make this proposed legislation so 
important to the continued operation of this project. The legislation is essential 
also if we are to expand our services and increase our efficiency. 

Smoke jumpers have been flown to and jumped on 926 fires in this region during 
the period 1940-49. They have been successful in their missions, and it is 
conservatively estimated that a saving of $900,000 was made in fire suppression 
costs alone over what would have been achieved had complete dependence been 
placed on ground forces. Within the last 6 weeks smoke jumpers have already 
eontrolled 123 fires, 16 of which could have cost from $10,000 to $100,000 each 
had this form of attack not been available. 


THE PRESENTLY USED PHYSICAL PLANT 


This consists of— 

(a) Training headquarters—Camp Menard—on national-forest land—located 
32 miles from Hale Field—an inadequate county airport which we are forced to 
use as the best under the circumstances. It consists of old temporary Civilian 
Conservation Corps barracks, inadequate from a public-health standpoint as 
well as space and safety to occupants. It is fully depreciated and needs renovat- 
ing for continued use. It is too far from the airport to use during the active fire 
season. Then, men must be housed closer for the quick action essential. 

(b) Parachute loft—This is a building, federally owned and located by lease 
at the Hale Field airport, which is county land. It consists of old CCC frame 
structures and is used for reconditioning and packing parachutes and repairing 
other equipment; for storage of irreplaceable especially constructed jumping 
gear; for suiting up; and for dispatching action, which includes briefing each 
crew, providing maps, etc. It is extremely congested and is a critical fire risk. 
It is so inadequate that duplicating facilities in part are maintained at the training 
headquarters, and also at the summer barracks. 

(c) Summer barracks.—Because of the remoteness of the training headquarters 
from che airport, other barracks are rented within 2 or 3 miles of the airport. 
Continued tenure is very uncertain. 

(d) Fire equipment warehouse.—The main fire equipment warehouse is located 
at Spokane, Wash., a distance in excess of 200 miles from Missoula. Presently 
it is a six-story equipment depot, privately owned and leased. It contains a 
reserve supply of fire equipment, from which equipment is shipped to all paris of 
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the region and, when necessary in emergency situations, to any place on the 
continent. We flew equipment to the New England fires of 1947 and this sum- 
mer sent over 100 tons to fires in New Mexico. Equipment is also freighted to 
Missoula for dispatch from there. It is essential to maintain this warehouse, 
regardless of whac is provided eventually at Missoula, since Spokane is the main 
purchasing center, and that warehouse services most of the forests on the west 
side of the region. If the proposed plant is built at Missoula, it will result in a 
reduction of 40,000 square feet of space at Spokane. 

At Missoula the Forest Service has been renting an old garage for the past 17 
years for storage of a small amount of fire equipment. The lease expired last 
June. No satisfactory substitution is available. 

(e) Hale Field, from which we are operating, is on county-owned land. It 
is immediately adjacent to a growing residential area, which has expanded up to 
it, from the city of Missoula. It is unlighted, has short gravel runways, and is 
dangerous for large aircraft because of the proximity of hills and structures, 
The Army will not land with C-47 or larger airplanes. This is inconvenient to 
fire convrol since the Army cooperates by furnishing air transportation after all 
contract planes are in use. Repeated movements have been made to ahandon 
this field in the interests of providing more residential area. Our tenure there is 
very uncertain. 

It is proposed, if H. R. 1628 becomes law and as appropriations are received, 
to construct a set of new physical improvements at the municipal airport 5 
miles from Missoula. This airport is equipped with lights permit ing the pre- 
dawn and after-dark use so essential to effective fire action. It is adequate for 
the use of any aircraft used and ideally located. 

The proposal would locate in one place a consolidated headquarters for all 
aerial activity associated with forest-fire control. It would assure security of 
tenure, training facilities, adequate housing, warehousing, servicing, efficient 
dispatching, communication control, ana airport facilities and would permit 
much more efficient handling of those concentrations of fires which occur par- 
ticularly in critical fire years. It would prove a base, subject to quick expansion 
should a national emergency occur. This project has been of assistance to the 
military in the past, and conceivably it may also be in the future. 


THE PROPOSED PHYSICAL PLANT 


Estimates of cost based on 1949 level 


Dorniitery for 100 men2.io5 2 So. cS see eke Bets eee $204, 152 
Parachute loft ____.--_- es LoS DEE Le Gee eRe Bee Pes ois 120, 698 
peaenen Tor faretien oss So ee Se a ees atts 15, 000 
NNER re CO BO. bun aap eee ca od neie's Meee Ue ba 2, 000 
emit ho Wainer ete c.. 2 5- Sac 2S RR AS 50, 000 
Sewer, water, power, heat, furnishings, ete__ -- {xs Sane eae 81, 500 
PURGE esas cektuieee Se See es, Jo ee as ae 60, 000 
Hangar for Government planes _.------------- iss Spits i alas Mac ealianaee 62, 650 
Fire equipment warehouse. ---..-------------------- Pepermeesneaeter: » thi 360, 000 
COMTINOONG Ce ace eke Fn OE NCS Ly MRO Cr Ey IML BS, 14, 000 

TR sui od ohne & Sb ARP IE a SINE REA ES FPO AAR. RUE RL V2 PEARL PN Sa 970, 000 


The following economical analysis has been approved as correct by our econo” 
mists and fiscal experts: 


ECONOMIC ASPECTS OF THE PROPOSED LEGISLATION 


A. Certain direct annual costs incident to the present cumbersome and ineffi- 
cient operations would be eliminated if the buildings and appurtenances under 
H. R. 1628 are constructed. They follow: 


Annual recurrent expense 


1. Camp Menard building maintenance - -_-_.__.....-----------.--- $4, 102 
2. Rental and building maintenance at Missoula_-_-_........-..---- 1, 200 
3. Rental and building maintenance Hale Field__________..-__----- 946 
4. Reduction in operating costs_..............--.-.-4--.s6--2e ee 10, 055 
5. Warehouse space rental at Missoula and Spokane and freight costs 

that new plant would eliminate__........-..-------.-------.- 21, 200 
6. Annual cost of major items of repair and replacement of presently 

depreciated buildings__._..........-.-------  Waatie eee eee ate Lae 10, 344 


IN ie wins aan Gam ae RAL GW a ec TE Si Sorel i end ee 47, 847 
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B. Cost of the proposed set-up reduced on annual basis: 


1. Estimated cost of site purchase and appurtenances located at the 
county municipal airport as proposed by H. R. 1628_--...------ $970, 000 





2. It is estimated this plant will have a useful life of 50 years, with 
adequate annual maintenance as provided under (3) below: An- 
nual expense to amortize plant construction costs ($970,000) and 
oe a aieaaaee i Lids tier ii laa iia llc paral 30, 868 


3. Estimated average annual maintenance costs.on above plant- - - --- 11, 000 

Total average annual expense for maintenance, amortizing con- 
struction costs and 2 percent interest-sum of (2) and (3) ; 
OE SE IM NREL LEA ALR AO DE GLAD Gee PE eet ae 41, 868 

C. Recapitulation: 

1. Annual expense of present set-up___............---------------- $47, 847 
2. Annual expense for proposed set-up_..-....-------------------- 41, 868 
Annual savings to Government__.___.---.------------------ 5, 979 


D. In addition to the above-direct savings of $5,979 annually there is the 
important item of savings in suppression costs that would accrue if the present 
plant is moved from Hale field to the county municipal airport. Due to the 
unlighted Hale Field aircraft cannot depart to make attack on fires before dawn. 
This slows attack time on an average of three fires annually. This slowness in 
attack time is estimated to result in increased suppression expenditures amounting 
to $25,000 for each fire (3 by $25,000 equals $75,000). In summary the direct 
and estimated annual savings that would accrue if the proposed buildings and 
appurtenances authorized in H. R. 1628 are effected would be $80,979. 


PROPOSED AMENDMENT 


Apparently an error was made in the wording of H. R. 1628. Page 2, section 
3, line 17 should be changed from July 1, 1951, to July 1, 1953, inasmuch as the 
stated date has already passed. 


Mr. Apernetuy. You are going to scrutinize it carefully, aren’t 
you, Mr. Mansfield? 

Mr. MansFie.p. Yes; all right, I will do that. 

The Cuarkman. Then I have a letter here from Millard Caldwell 
that was mentioned by Mr. Mansfield; also a letter from A. B. 
McMullen, executive secretary of the National Association of State 
Aviation Officials; a telegram from Franklin Greenough, president 
of the Spokane Chamber of Commerce; and a statement from Senator 
James E. Murray, of Montana, on the same subject. We also havea 
favorable report dated May 31, 1951, from the Secretary of Agriculture 
that may likewise be placed in the record. 

(The documents referred to above are as follows: ) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. James E. Murray, a Unitep States SENATOR FROM THE 
State oF MONTANA 


Mr. Chairman, I am most grateful for this opportunity given to me by your 
committee to present my views in support of H. R. 1628, a bill to provide for the 
establishment and maintenance of a smoke-jumper fire-fighting service at 
Missoula, Mont. 


HISTORY AND DEVELOPMENT OF THE SMOKE-JUMPER PROJECT 


In 1920, the United States Army Air Corps and the United States Forest 
Service cooperated in the spotting and reporting of forest fires by flying patrols. 
In 1929, the Forest Service began dropping supplies and equipment to ground 
fire-fighting crews, and Missoula became the base for the planes and personnel for 
the entire Northwest. In 1938, the Forest Service at Missoula perfected a safe 
parachute for dropping fire fighters. By 1940, small squads of smoke jumpers 
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were functioning in Washington, Idaho, and Montana. In fact, in one season, 
jumpers from the Missoula base handled nine fires, saving about $30,000 from 
the operation. In 1941, Missoula was chosen as the center of smoke-jumper 
activities to protect the Northwest timberlands and, at this base, the Forest 
Service trained some 26 men who, in the course of their operations, saved about 
$35,000 in handling fires. 

The Armed Forces studied Forest Service methods and techniques, which later 
led to the development of our airborne military forces. In fact, a large number of 
paratroopers and paradoctors were trained at Missoula. 


CONTRIBUTIONS BY THE SMOKE-JUMPER PROJECT 


During the period from 1940 to 1950, smoke jumpers were flown to and jumped 
on about 1,000 fires. Because of the increased speed in getting to fires, it is es- 
timated that a saving of $1,700,000 was made in fire suppression costs along, 
exclusive of the increased damages to resources which would have occurred without 
this saving in travel time. 

More than 7,000 individual parachute jumps, without a single fatality, were 
made to fires in Montana, Idaho, Oregon, Washington, California, New Mexico, 
and Wyoming, with more than 4,500 being made from the Missoula base. The 
others were made by jumpers at subbases which were developed between 1940 and 
1950 in Oregon, Washington, and Idaho. 

In addition to dropping smoke jumpers, planes have delivered supplies and 
equipment to men fighting fires in roadless areas in the back country. In 1949 
over 400,000 pounds of such freight were transported by airplanes to forest fires 
in region I from Missoula, and, in 1950, over 1,000,000 pounds were transported in 
far western operations, most of which were from Missoula. Moreover, in 1950, 
over 10,000 fire fighters, in addition to the smoke jumpers, were transported by 
air to help control many serious fires. 

Smoke-jumping operations have protected a vital resource, namely, the Nation’s 
reserve of standing timber. This is a priceless heritage which is invaluable and 
nonreplaceable. 

The future of the lumber and timber products industry in the Rocky Mountain 
area is dependent on proper fire protection and conservation of the timber re- 
sources there. There are more than 1,500 lumber mills and wood-manufacturing 
plants, employing thousands of wage earners, and producing products valued at 
over $200 million a year. 

In this area are 41,300,000 acres of national forest and parks, which are the 
source of grazing lands, recreation, and vacation, from which millions of dollars 
are derived in the form of tourist business. 

The watersheds of the upper Columbia and upper Missouri River Basins are 
affected bv fires and the methods of fire protection. Every fire adds to the floods 
which endanger lower river districts. A good fire-protection program is essential 
to effective flood control in these basins. 

Between 1905 and 1949, counties, States, businessmen, and the Federal Govern- 
ment have suffered a loss of over $6 billion in that area from forest fires. The 
significance of this loss can be realized when it is made clear that modern fire- 
control methods have reduced fire losses in region I of the Forest Service from 
over 250,000 acres a year between 1905 and 1930, when the fire-fighting program 
was geared to foot travel and pack-mule transportation, to less than 9,000 acres 
a year between 1941 and 1949, when the airplane and the smoke jumper were 
added to existing fire-control programs. This change meant that fires in distant 
— where there were no roads were reached in a few hours instead of several 

ays. 
RELATION TO MILITARY OPERATIONS 


In the past, forest fires in the West have occurred with such frequency as to 
require military assistance in order to control them. Thus, the military has al- 
ready become familiar with the smoke-jumper operations. And, as indicated 
above, the project has served as a training base for military purposes. 

The area serviced by the United States Forest Service in Montana contains 
three transcontinental railroads, three transcontinental communications lines, 
two transcontinental highways, wooden bridges and trestle installations, and 
telegraph and telephone installations, which would be vulnerable to sabotage or 
uncontrolled fires from any source. 

This fact becomes more significant since the start of the Korean affair. The 
President has already declared a national emergency. The Civilian Defense 
Administration is now calling for plans to protect forests and other watershed 
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lands against enemy fire attacks. Over a billion acres are involved in these plans. 
In the Forest Service region I, which covers Montana, northern Idaho, and 
northeastern Washington, about one-third of the area is roadless. 

Therefore, flexibility of operations would become very important, particularly 
with respect to inaccessible areas. Attempts by enemy agents or subversives to 
attack forest lands by sabotage cannot be known in advance. The service, 
therefore, would be valuable not only in its flexibility to shift operations to meet 
emergency situations, but would also be a valuable countermeasure through 
organized and trained personnel and equipment and as a base for any program 
using military personnel to combat sabotage. 

Furthermore, at the present time, warehouse facilities and all equipment and 
supplies are kept in Spokane. A direct attack upon these facilities, or a destruc- 
tion of railroad facilities between Spokane and the Forest Service smoke-jumper 
bases, would make this equipment unavailable in all of these areas for forest-fire 
control. The establishment of the base at Missoula would provide adequate 
quarters, warehouses, and repair shops for such equipment and for a satellite 
airfield in support of other military air basesin region I. Thus the operation 
Smoke Jumper at Missoula is not only an economical and practical installation 
in peace but is of important military use in case of war. 


MISSOULA BASE SERVES THE WEST 


At the present time, there is a cooperative agreement between the United 
States Park Service and the Forest Service under which smoke jumpers from 
Missoula are available for service in Yellowstone and Glacier National Parks. 
In addition, each year jumpers from Missoula are detailed to Deming, N. Mex., 
to help control fires in the roadless areas of Gila National Forest. The men are 
also available for quick emergency use in Washington, Utah, and other States. 
Each year smoke jumpers are trained at Missoula and sent to Arizona for use 
there during critical early season fire weather. 

About 150 men are trained at the Missoula base each vear. They come from 
all parts of the United States; many of them are forest-school students in various 
colleges in all parts of the country. In other words, Missoula has become the 
center of all smoke-jumping operations and is most centrally located as a base for 
fighting fires on lands protected by the northern region of the Forest Service. 


PROVISIONS OF THE BILL 


1. The Secretary of Agriculture would be authorized to acquire lands at or near 
Missoula, Mont., for the construction of fire-control] smoke-jumper headquarters, 
an air-cargo supply base, and other facilities. 

2. He would be authorized to contract for the construction of such headquarters, 
air-cargo supply base, and other facilities, including the purchase and installation 
of all necessary equipment and utility connections, and construction of roadways 
and the like. 

3. There would be authorized to be appropriated $970,000. 


PRESENT FACILITIES 


The present facilities located at Hale Field, which is owned by Missoula County, 
are inadequate. Normally, during the fire season, the men are quartered in an 
old county warehouse which lacks ordinary sanitary facilities, has a makeshift 
kitchen and mess hall, and is congested, Late last summer conditions were so 
bad that it was necessary to house the men in temporary quarters a considerable 
distance from the field. 

Two abandoned CCC buildings, on temporary foundations, serve as a combina- 
tion parachute loft, dispatch and administrative office, equipment warehouse, 
smoke-jumpers briefing room, and the like. The buildings are of thin-walled 
frame construction and are firetraps with inadequate fire-protection facilities. 

Here is stored about $85,000 worth of specialized parachute equipment and gear, 
much of which must be made by the Forest Service and cannot be purchased 
elsewhere. The loss of this material would virtually bring to a standstill the 
activities of the entire smoke-jumper group. 

Furthermore, there are no equipment storage facilities at the airfield for the 
large reserve supply of hand tools and power equipment that must be available 
to equip fire fighters in large numbers when fires get out of hand, and there is no 
adequate storage space in Missoula for this equipment. 
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Hale Field is unlighted, with short gravel runways, and is close to dangerous 
mountain obstructions, which preclude predawn and after-dark operations. The 
Air Force will not land at Hale Field. Furthermore, C-—47 aircraft, which are 
used for air freight, cannot land on this field. This makes it necessary to truck 
eargoes to the county municipal airport a few miles out of Missoula. Since there 
are no storage, packaging, or loading facilities at the county municipal airport, it 
is very difficult to handle the equipment and supplies necessary for air fire-fighting 
operations. The municipal airport, where the proposed facilities would be erected, 
has paved runways of sufficient length to accommodate the largest aircraft being 
used by the Forest Service. 

They are lighted for predawn and evening operations. C-47’s can carry air 
freight to and from the airport with safety. In addition, there are radio and 
weather installations there. Traffic conditions are excellent and the field can 
absorb the smoke-jumper load without conflict with contemplated increases in 
traffic. Finally, since the airfield is a permanent operation of Missoula County, 
there is some assurance that the investment in smoke-jumper facilities there can 
be amortized over a period of years. 

At the present time there are about 20 acres of land immediately adjacent to 
the airport which would be suitable for the smoke-jumping headquarters, which 
can be acquired at a reasonable price from Missoula County. The proposed plans 
call for a dormitory building consisting of barracks, kitchen, and mess hall, a 
parachute loft building to provide storage and repair space and facilities for para- 
chutes and special gear, as well as a radio control section, dispatching depot, 
briefing and ready rooms, warehouse and repair shop for assembling, storing, and 
dispatching of fire-fighting equipment and supplies, including several thousand 
cargo parachutes, a small hangar for four Government-owned liaison planes used 
in fire-protection work, and a residence to house personnel operating and main- 
taining the base. 

The estimated cost of these buildings is about $752,000. In addition, $106,000 
will be needed for such facilities as taxiways, sewage disposal, wells, water system, 
power line, and other facilities. About $27,500 would be required for furniture 
and equipment, and about $82,000 for plans and supervision of the project, 
making a total of $967,500. 

Mr. Chairman, it is conservatively estimated that a total of $450,000 a year 
will be saved in the way of lowered cost of fire suppression and in the reduction 
of fire damage to our natural resources. This would more than pay for itself 
after 3 years of operation, including the annual cost of administering the project, 
which is about $210,000, at present. 

I suggest that the committee consult with the commanding general of the Sixth 
Army, at the Presidio of San Francisco, Calif., which has military jurisdiction over 
the area affected by the bill, as to his views on the military benefits which would 
be derived from the permanent establishment of the smoke-jumping operation 
base at Missoula, Mont. 

I urge your committee to report out this vitally important Measure favorably 
at the earliest possible moment. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., May 31, 1951. 
Hon. Haroup D. Cootey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. Cootery: This is in reply to your request of April 6 for a report on 
H. R. 1628, a bill to provide for the acquisition of land and the construction 
thereon of buildings and appurtenances essential for forest-fire-control operations 
of the Forest Service, United States Department of Agriculture, at or near Mis- 
soula, Mont., and for other purposes. 

This bill is identical with H. R. 7257 introduced by Representative Mansfield 
on February 13, 1950, excepting that the provision for a storage garage in the 
city of Missoula has been deleted. A report on H. R. 7257 was submitted under 
date of May 22, 1950. Conditions have changed materially since then. Our 
military forces are engaged in operations in Korea; the President has declared 
that a state of national emergency exists; the Administrator of the Federal Civil 
Defense Administration, by letter of December 28, has requested the preparation 
of operational fire plans for all forest, grass, and other important watershed lands 
in the United States and Alaska to cope with possibility of an enemy fire attack— 
more than a billion acres of land will be involved in these plans. We are now 
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faced with the necessity of revising our fire-protection plans for the national 
forests and other forested and watershed lands of the United States and Alaska 
to take care of any possible enemy fire attack that may develop. 

The interest which officials of the Federal Civil Defense Administration and 
the military have shown in the protection of more than a billion acres of forest 
and other important watershed areas is evidence of the importance they attach 
to the protection of those lands as it affects national defense. This gives greatly 
added emphasis to the need for the facilities contemplated by H. R. 1628. 

In United States Forest Service region 1, consisting of Montana, north Idaho, 
and northeast Washington, there are large roadless areas totaling more than 
11,000,000 acres or about one-third of the total forest lands under protection by 
the Forest Service in that area. Before institution of the aerial parachute-control 
program for this roadless area, foot travel was the only means of access to the 
large number of fires occurring annually. It took from 2 to 24 hours for fire 
fighters to reach them after they were reported; often because of the difficult 
terrain the fire fighters arrived on the fires too tired to do much effective fire 
fighting. In too many cases late arrival of attack forces resulted in fires becoming 
large with resultant needless large suppression costs and losses of natural re- 
ot ab involving important timber, grazing, wildlife, recreation, and watershed 
values. 

Experiments begun in 1939 indicated it was possible to land trained fire fighters 
near inaccessible fires by parachuting them from airplanes. In 1940 a small 
operation was undertaken to test the results of the experiments. That year six 
especially trained parachute smoke-jumpers successfully parachuted and con- 
trolled nine potentially serious fires with an estimated saving of $30,000 in suppres- 
sion costs. As experience was gained confirming the value of this plan, smoke- 
jumping operations were slowly increased from year to year until in 1950 a total 
of 150 highly trained parachute fire fighters were employed at a base located near 
Missoula, Mont. 

During this 10-year period, the success of this experiment was so pronounced 
that additional bases were established at Cave Junction, Oreg., 28 smoke jumpers; 
Intercity Airport, Wash., 28 smoke jumpers; McCall, Idaho, 35 smoke jumpers; 
Idaho City, Idaho, 11 smoke jumpers; and in addition 8 smoke jumpers from the 
Missoula base area detailed each year to Deming, N. Mex., during May and June 
to help control fires in the roadless areas of the Gila National Forest. By the 
end of 1950 parachuting men to potentially serious fires in the roadless areas of 
the mountainous far West had become routine in Montana, Idaho, Oregon, 
Washington, California, New Mexico, and Wyoming. 

It is interesting to note that more than 7,000 individual parachute jumps were 
made to fires in the far West during the past 10 years with more than 4,500 of 
the jumps being made from the Missoula, Mont., base. 

Savings in suppression costs resulting from employment of parachute fire 
fighters in the foregoing Statés have been as high as $1,700,000 during the more 
critical fire years when speed of initial attack is essential to assure successful 
and rapid control of fires which with ground methods of transportation would 
otherwise become large, costly, and very damaging.” Based on studies made 
for this purpose, it is conservatively estimated that $150,000 per year may be 
saved over a 20-year period in cost of fire suppression through the employment 
of parachute fire fighters located at Missoula, Mont., to control potentially 
serious fires. In addition to the savings in suppression cost is the reduction of 
fire damage to the natural resources estimated to amount to an average damage 
saving of about $300,000 per year if the full complement of men are employed. 

Separate from the savings in suppression costs and damages mentioned in the 
foregoing paragraph certain other annual savings directly attributable to moving 
the base of operations from Hale Field to the county municiapl airport will 
result. Detailed estimates of such savings are: 





Cee a memasanndame $3, 000 
Rental of residence and smoke-jumper quarters___.___.--.._---------- 3, 400 
OR SU aa a es Wa a ci ence obeels 2, 000 
Watchmen’s service account of $85,000 worth of equipment being moved 

from highly hazardous buildings to a more fireproof building. _----_-- 3, 000 
Training time—smoke jumpers----.....--..-.-.-.------------------- 3, 400 
aor oe eee. ss, of el en ob ane id neon oe 2, 200 
Account of general increase in efficiency of operations_-_.......------- 8, 000 

Total 
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Missoula, Mont., has proven to be the most favorable location for the smoke- 
jumper base of operations for the vast roadless national forest areas of Montana 
and north Idaho, both as to travel time to fires and the number of fires that 
occur annually. This would be true for any situation likely to arise in the region 
from enemy action from outside or by sabotage within the territory. 

Flexibility of operations would be even more important with fires started by 
enemy action. The points of such fire attacks would not be known. The 
number of fires that may be started by enemy action can be only estimated. 
However, with flexibility of operations that is afforded by a well-trained smoke- 
jumper operation rapid action can be taken to shift aerial operations to meet 
situations that may develop. Enemy fires might be started in inaccessible areas 
of Oregon, Washington, or California. The northern region smoke-jumping 
organization because of its great flexibility and strength could be on the scene 
of such fires in a matter of a very few hours to help local air and ground forces 
in these areas gain control of such situations. 

An increase from 150 to 270 smoke jumpers has been determined as the mini- 
mum needed to cope with the possibility of an enemy fire attack on the national 
forest areas of Montana and north Idaho. 

Parallel with smoke-jumping operations is the aerial delivery of equipment 
and supplies to men fighting fires in roadless areas. On numerous occasions it 
has been necessary to subsist and equip up to a 1,000 men on single project fire 
who were hiked in for as far as 20 miles from the nearest road. On some fires 
more than 150,000 pounds of supplies and equipment are dropped by parachute 
in the course of a few davs. During 1950 in the far West about 1,000,000 pounds 
of air freight were transported on account of fire operations. In addition, during 
the same year in excess of 10,000 key fire overhead and fire fighters were trans- 
ported by air to assist in control of numerous serious fires. Normally, much of 
this work is from the Missoula air operations base. 

The foregoing indicates— ; 

1. That the operation has proved successful in the control of fires in the large 
roadless areas of Montana and north Idaho. 

2. That Missoula, Mont., is most centrallv located for the base as it applies to 
fires occurring on lands protected by United States Forest Service in this north- 
ern region. 

3. That a considerable annual saving in suppression costs and reduction in fire 
damave can be expected as a résult of using this faster method of attack. 

4, That the overation has a special national defense significance because of its 
flexibility in shifting forees for rapid attack on fires that may be started bv an 
enemv for the purpose of destroying natural resources important to the defense 
of this country, or for the purpose of polluting the atmosphere to hinder air 
operations of t'» military, or to make visibility so poor that the aircraft warning 
svstem is unable to identify and report aircraft, or to cause confusion among 
citizens. 

5. That it is the most logics] base and ideally suited to the training of large 
numbers of smoke jumpers for other aerial operations in the far West. 

6. That it is an important source of manpower for follow-up attack on fires in 
the surrounding States, 

At present the United States Forest Service headquarters of smoke-jumping 
operations in the northern region are located at Hale Field, which is owned by 
Missoula County. There are several reasons why the field and housing and ware- 
housing facilities there are not satisfactory. 

1. Hale Field runwavs are graveled, unlighted, and too short for such aircraft 
as the C-—47 being used for smoke-jumping operations. This airport is located 
close to dangerous mountain obstructions which even with lighting would pre- 
elude predawn and. after-dark operations which are so important to this type 
of work. 

The Army Air Force cooperates with the United States Forest Service on num- 
erous occasions but will not operate from Hale Field since they consider it unsafe 
for their aircraft. 

Airfreighting with C-—47 aircraft is unsafe from this field which necessitates 
trucking the cargo to the county municipal airport for loading. No storage, 
packaging, or loading facilities are available at this airport which makes it very 
difficult to handle air freight rapidlv. 

2. The smoke-iumping headquarters at Hale Field consist of two old dilani- 
dated CCC buildings on temporary foundations to serve as parachute loft (re- 
packing, repairing, etc.), dispatching and administration office, smoke jumpers 
briefing room, air equipment storage room, ete. This set-up is inadequate and 
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inefficient. Also, these buildings being of thin walled frame construction con- 
stitute a fire trap with inadequate fire protection facilities. Even in face of this 
threat from fire the Forest Service is forced, due to lack of other facilities, to 
store no less than $85,000 worth of specialized parachute gear in these buildings. 
Much of it cannot be purchased—it must be made by the Forest Service. It 
would take more than a year to replace this specialized equipment. If a fire 
should destroy this equipment at the beginning of the fire season, disaster would 
result, since there would be no way to make rapid aerial attack on fires that 
occur in the roadless areas of this region. 

3. Housing facilities are also inadequate at Hale Field. They were so inade- 
quate and unsanitary that late last summer it was necessary to house the men at 
temporary quarters located a considerable distance from Hale Field. 

4. There are no equipment storage facilities at Hale Field for the large reserve 
supply of hand tools and power equipment that must be available to equip fire- 
fighters in large numbers when fires get out of hand. There is no adequate 
storage space available in Missoula, Mont., for this purpose. 

As long as the operation was continued on an experimental basis it would not 
have been good business to risk a large capital investment to provide the neces- 
sary buildings to serve the air operations. However, now that the experiment 
has proved the suecess of this method of transporting men and equipment to 
fires via the airplane and parachute, the time has arrived to place this operation 
on a permanent basis. To do this will require the construction of a complete 
physical plant. 

5. Missoula County is owner of the county municipal airport a few miles out 
of Missoula. The runways are paved and of sufficient length to accommodate 
the largest aircraft being used by the Forest Service (the Northwest Airlines 
operating 36 passenger Martin 202 aircraft use this airport). The runways are 
lighted for predawn and postevening flights so necessary, to the efficient use of 
smoke jumpers on fire missions. Also, air freight can be flown from this airport 
before daylight to reach fires at the break of dawn or such cargo to supply fire 
fighters can be dropped when it is getting dark with assurance the airplane will 
be able to land safely at the county municipal airport even if the fire is 100 or 
more miles from Missoula, This airfield will continue to be operated by Missoula 
County on a permanent basis which assures that any investment made to develop 
facilities needed for smoke-jumping operations may be amortized over a number 
of years. 

6. State laws of Montana preclude the possibility of the county donating land 
adjacent to the municipal airport to the Forest Service. However, they are 
willing to sell 70 acres to the Forest Service at the very nominal price of $100 per 
acre. It,is our understanding that they would be willing to consider a friendly 
condemnation suit to avoid speculative bidding by a third party if the land was 
put up for purchase. 

7. Specifically, plans call for the construction of five buildings and provision 
for the necessary, facilities on the site to be acquired from Missoula County 
adjacent to the county municipal airport. The buildings proposed for construc- 
tion at the airport would consist of: 

Airplane hangar.—A simple structure measuring 90 by 90 feet concrete; inside 
ceiling clearance 14 feet; roof of simple design supported by common stock 90 
feet steel trusses; storage capacity four airplanes of the smaller type. 

The Forest Service in this areaco ntracts for the majority of its flving. However, 
it finds it necessary to own and operate three small aircraft of the Stinson Voyager 
type in connection with routine fire detection and emergency patrol following 
lightning storms. No hangar space is available. Fabric-covered aircraft deter- 
iorate rapidly when exposed to the elements. Hangar space should be provided 
to permit storage of Forest Service owned airplanes away from the deteriorating 
effects of sun, wind, rain, and snow. 

Parachute loft.—A one-story structure of simplest utility construction measur- 
ing 182 by 80 feet consisting of: 

Parachute drying tower.—Parachutes must be thoroughly dried each time 
they are used to prevent mildewing of fabric, harness and shroud lines; very 
essential to safety in parachute operations. 

Parachute loft room.—For the inspection of parachutes following each jump 
to determine if they have been torn or otherwise weakened in any manner; 
for the repair of parachutes, for repacking, etc. 

Ready room.—A space provided for “suiting up” and otherwise getting 
ready for the flight. 

Dispatcher office——A small room to receive incoming calls regarding fires, 
to keep radio contact with aircraft on flight missions, etc. 
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Equipment assembly.—A room in which parachutes and facilitating fire- 
fighting gear are assembled and packed in individual smoke-jumper units. 
Equipment storage.—Equipment such as parachutes, fire-fighting tools, 
food, communication, etc. must be stored in individual units and properly 
identified for each smoke jumper. This space is for this purpose. 
This building is very important to the success of smoke-jumping operations. 
Since — parachute loft facilities are not available its construction is 
uired. 
ormitory.—A building consisting of two wings providing sleeping quarters (8 
men per room) for approximately 150 smoke jumpers, a kitchen and mess hall 
for feeding and an assembly room where instructions in the technical phases of 
parachute operations, fire-fighting tactics and strategy may be provided. Con- 
prs of this building is vital to the success of smoke-jumping operations in 
this area. 

Fire-equipment building.—A single-story simple utility structure measuring 
300 by 200 feet with a flat roof supported by common stock steel trusses. 

Equipment for several thousand men consisting of axes, shovels, back pack 
pumps, power pumpers, hose, brush hooks, cargo-dropping equipment, food sup- 
plies, etc. must be available for immediate air or ground transport to project 
fires that develop necessitating the employment of thousands of men. No similar 
storage is available closer than Spokane, Wash. It is highly desirable to have this 
equipment storage and repair depot near the airport, since most major fires in 
this area are in inaccessible areas necessitating the dropping of equipment and 
supplies by parachute to the fire fighters who hike over the forest trails or cross 
country to reach the fires. Also, with this depot located on the smoke-jumper 
grounds the maintaenance work on returned equipment may be done by the smoke 
jumpers at no extra cost. 

Residence.—-The superintendent of air operations should live as close to the 
base of operations as possible. No residential quarters are available within 5 
miles for this purpose. A simple one-story structure is recommended. The 
investment in this structure will be amortized over a period of years since rental 
will be charged. 

The materials of construction for the proposed buildings are to be of the most 
reasonable type consistent with permanence and utility in contradistinction to 
temporary construction with its costly maintenance. 

Foundations from grade to frost line are to be concrete; floors to be of concrete 
for long wear and economical maintenance. Supporting wall piers and free- 
standing columns to be built of reinforced concrete to provide for long span steel 
roof trusses; latter to be used to minimize the number of columns and consequent 
interior interference with planes and other equipment. Exterior curtain walls 
between piers to be erected of light-weight-unit masonry and to be painted on the 
exterior with waterproof paint. Roofing to be slag and felt for flat surfaces and 
poured gypsum or gypsum plank for curved surfaces. 

This Department recommends that the bill be passed, 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report, with the understanding that if the legislation is enacted, any ap- 
propriation authorized therein is to be considered as an item falling within the 
established budget ceiling for the Department of Agriculture. 

Sincerely, 
Cuaries F. Brannan, Secretary. 


SpPoKANB, Wasu., August 15, 1961. 
Hon. Haroip Coo ey, 
Chairman, House Committee of Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Timber Products Bureau, aviation committee and executive board of Spokane 
Chamber of Commerce, join in endorsing and enlisting your support and that of 
your committee for Congressman Mansfield’s H. R. 1628, providing funds for 
construction of much-needed facilities in Missoula, Mont. for smoke-jumper unit 
of United States Forest Service. Smoke jumpers have performed a great public 
service in locating and restricting serious forest fires in this area, saving valuable 
national wealth and lives. New facilities would increase efficiency of unit mate- 
rially. Thank you. 


FRANKLIN GREENOUGH, 
President, Spokane Chamber of Commerce. 
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NATIONAL AssociATION oF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS, 
August 13, 1951. 
Hon. Hanrotp D. Coo.ey, 
Chairman, Agriculture Committee, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Sir: The National Association of State Aviation Officials strongly recommends 
passage of H. R. 1628, a bill to provide for the acquisition of land and the con- 
struction thereon of buildings and appurtenances essential for forest-fire-control 
operations of the Forest Service, United States Department of Agriculture, atzor 
near Missoula, Mont., and for other purposes. 

This bill is recommended by the United States Department of Agriculture, the 
Montana Aeronautics Commission, and many other agencies and organizations. 
The facilities which this bill would provide for the Forest Service will not only 
materially improve the aerial fire-fighting ability of this Government agency, 
with the resultant potential savings of millions of dollars worth of timber annually, 
but will also expand the services of a highly trained group of smoke jumpers that 
have a very great national defense value. 

It is hoped that this bill will receive favorable consideration by your committee. 

Respectfully, 
A. B. McMutten, Executive Secretary. 


Avaust 15, 1951. 
Hon. Haroup D. Coo.ey, 


Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CuHarrMAN: I understand that your committee expects to hold 
hearings in the near future on H. R. 1628, which provides for the construction of 
forest-fire control facilities at or near Missoula, Mont. Previously, I advised the 
Honorable Mike Mansfield that the facilities authorized by the bill would be 
most helpful in our civil defense program and that approval of the bill was recom- 
mended. 

One of the hazards faced in any future armed conflict is the damage which 
could be caused to our forests by incendiary bombs or by sabotage. Civil defense 
planning includes the problem of controlling such fires, and to that end we are 
working closely with the Forest Service of the Department of Agriculture. This 
Service has the know-how to handle the fires, although the scope of such fires 
would undoubtedly exceed anything in their experience. For the latter reason, 
it is urgent that their facilities be improved which will enable the Forest Service 
to apply its experience and equipment in the most efficient manner possible. 

The know-how and equipment of the Forest Service may also be used in con- 
trolling the great fires that are anticipated in the urban area. The Forest Service 
is working on this problem at the present time. I am advised that the proposed 
facilities will permit not only the use of the aircraft operated by the Forest Service, 
but also planes which can be made available by the military to augment the avail- 
able fire-fighting planes. Thus, an integrated operation can be established which 
would greatly expand and increase the capabilities of the Forest Service and the 
mobile support forces of the Federal Civil Defense Administration. 

Your assistance in expediting the approval of the bill will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
MiLitarD CALDWELL. 

The CuatrMAn. Now, do you want to take up Mr. Abernethy’s bill 
at this time? 

Mr. Hops. I move we go into executive session. 

The CuarrMan. Very well. The committee will go into executive 
session now. 

(Whereupon, at 3 p. m., the hearing on H. R. 1628 was closed, and 
the committee went into executive session.) 


Xx 





